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Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on a 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
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24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
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10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 

















FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





390,000, 


1,000,000, BUSINESS IN FoRCE- £ a=. 


FUNDS - - - - £3,000,000, INCOME - . ° 
YEARLY NEW BuSINESS - 





TRUSTERS. 
The Right Hon. Lord Harssury (Lord High Chancellor of England). 
The i. Mr, Justice a ) 
The Right Hon, Sir James Panxen Deane, Q.C., D.O.L, 
Wituiam Wiiitass, 
Ricearp Psnwineror, le 


Bacon, His Honour alge. 

Davey, The Right Hon. Lord. 

Sune, $s yet Hon. Sir James Parker, 
il Denvers, Edmund Henry, Esq. 


| costs. 


VOL. XLVI., No. 4. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 23, 1901. 


*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL. 








Contents. 


Law Socretizs 
Law Srupents’ JOURNAL .0.....0000-.00008 
Tue City or Lowpon anp rue Laxp 





“ Oxoz a Morntaace, Atways a Mort- 
GaGE” ,, 63 

Evivence ApmissisLe on a Banke 
RuptTcy Petition 

















NEW ORDERS, &C, ssssssesssessccserrssaroress 








Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. a hy Walthamstow Cycle 


Watters v. Clover, Clayton, & Co. ...... 67 
‘Webster and Jones’ Contract and The 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, Re 71 


In the Weekly Reporter. 


A Debt», Re. Ex parte The Petition- 
Bartell v. Gray & Co. ....cs.ccccssserereeeee 
. Re. Ex parte The Senior 


B 





82 832 











S2S3388 











CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir Is GENERALLY understood that the Judges of the Chancery 
Division have signified their willingness to accept a transfer of 
the company winding-up business to their division, and it may 
a be assumed that this transfer will be carried into effect 

‘ore the commencement of the next sittings. 





Tue NEw Master of the King’s Bench Division, Mr. Granvritz 
Surru, like his ecessor, Mr. Jonnson, is a solicitor, and, like 
him, will be the only representative of that branch of the 
profession among the Masters of this Division. Mr. Surrn was 
articled to Mr. Wrxt14m Surru, of Dartmouth, and subsequently 
to Messrs. F. J. & G. J. Braikenridge, of 16, Bartlett’s- 
buildings, Holborn, London. He was admitted in 1882, and 
practised for ten years in Leadenhall-street, but in 1895 entered 
into partnership with Mr. Epwarp OoLeman, carrying on 
business under the firm of Granville Smith & Co., the 
offices of the firm being at 12, King William-street, E.C. It is 
understood that Mr. Surrn has not only had great practical 
experience in all branches of a solicitor’s work, but also has 
long held very definite views with reference to the taxation of 
He commences his new duties on Monday next. 





Ir writ be seen from the report we print elsewhere that a 
Divisional Court has refused to disturb the decision in Re An 
Application under the Solicitors Act, 1843 (47 W. R. 575), that 
the In rated Law Society, as the Registrar of Solicitors, is 
not bound, under section 23 of that Act, to issue a certificate to 
a solicitor who is an undischarged bankrupt, and that the court 
will not interfere with the discretion of the registrar. The 
) nese will now, we suppose, have to come before the Court 


ppeal. 


In THE course of the trial of an action for damages for false 
a at the Manchester Assizes, a warder, who gave 
evidence, was asked on what grounds he based the statement in 
the calendar with reference to the degree of education of a 








prisoner—Did he examine the prisoner as to his attainments? 
4 
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The warder replied that he did not ; he judged by the appear- 
ance and calling of the prisoner. In such a case as the present, 
-where the prisoner was a carman, he would describe his educa- 
tion as “imperfect”; but if the prisoner was @ doctor or a 
solicitor he would state his education as “fair”! There- 
upon Mr. Justice Wii1s drily remarked that in the past he 
had given some attention to the description of the education of 
the prisoners contained in the calendar, but in future he should 
abstain from doing so. 





THE UNSATISFACTORY nature of affidavit evidence on a question 
of fact is proverbial, and if a judge cannot see a witness in the 
box, he ought at least to know his status and position in life in 
order to give due weight to his evidence. In a winding up case 
before FarweEtt, J., recently, a gentleman applied to have his 
name struck off the list of contributories. His application was 
su by an affidavit in which the deponent described himself 
as “late director” of the company. Farweztt, J., in dismissing 
the application, referred to this as a totally inadequate descrip- 
tion. He said it gave him no clue whatever to the present 

ition of the deponent, or his capacity for making the affidavit. 
© description of the deponent is an important element in an 
affidavit. 





THE PROCEEDINGS, which are reported elsewhere, at the Court 
of Common Council of the City of London on the petition from 
bankers and merchants asking the City Corporation to use its 
influence to bring about a 2a gem ery of the application of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, until an independent inquiry into its 
working had been held, will be read with much interest. It 
was decided that the Law and City Courts Committee should 
wait upon the Lord Chancellor, without delay, to urge the 
view of the petitioners ; and as it was stated that in 1897 Lord 
Hatssury gave the Recorder a written undertaking that the 
Act would not be extended to the City without first consult- 
ing the citizens, it may be hoped that he will see his way 
to assent to their present request. But the most interesting 
matter which transpired was the excellent letter from the 
President of the ted Law Society which was read, 
stating that the Council of the society are convinced that the 
system of compulsory registration of titles ought not to be 
extended to the City of London without inquiry; that they 
will cordially support the action of the City Corporation; that 
the resolution on the subject passed at the Oxford meeting had 
been referred to the Land Transfer Committee of the Council, 
and that their report will be in favour of an open and public 
inquiry into the working of the Act. The sooner this report is 
issued the better; but every solicitor will feel it a pleasant 
surprise to learn that the Council have all this time, in the 
sacred seclusion of their chamber, been at work on the subject. 
The mole, although a very active animal, never obtains proper 
credit for his underground operations. 





Tue pxcision of the Court of Appeal last week in Warren 
v. Brown (ante, p- 50) is of too great importance to be 


the distinction between the acquisition of a right to ordinary 
t and a right to extraordinary light on which the judgment 
Waiant, J. (44 W. R. 206; 1900, 2 Q. B. 722), which was 
under appeal, was founded, and which is recognized in several 
authorities. In particular, in Dickenson v. Harbottle (28 
L. T. 186) Matis, V.C., said that in the absence of twenty 
years’ extracrdinary use, no right is acquired to more than 
the ordinary quantity of light necessary for the ordinary 
of “” But though the amount of light to 
allowed as n any particular purpose 
may depend upon what would ordinarily be required that 
purpose, yet the Court of Appeal appear to have rejected 
the notion that the extent of the right is to be restricted to what 
may be regarded as unless more has been 
used for twenty years. Regaed mast be paid to the actual light 
window, and the dominant owner is entitled to so 

much as ie a ae oe or 
purposes, at the date of obstruction complained of. In 


‘ 





Warren v. Brown a factory was used for part of the twenty 
years during which the windows were acqui a right to light 
for the manufacture of boots and shoes, and then for hosiery. 
The light coming to the windows was more than enough for the 
former a and was sufficient for the latter purpose, which 


uired special light. An alteration of the neighbourin 
buildings reduced = amount so that the shemnhentens of hedlery 


was interfered with, but there would have been still enough 
light for boots. Waricut, J., held that the factory owner had 
still all the light that he was entitled to, since he had not used 
the extra light for the full period of prescription. But the light 
was there all the time, whether he wanted it or not, and so soon 
as he required it for a reasonable business purpose he was 
entitled to it. Hence the Oourt of Appeal reversed the 
judgment of Wricxut, J. The result increases the ‘burden of 
the easement of light on the servient tenement, a burden which 
has been a good deal criticized; but as we have intimated, 
further comment is better left till the matter can be discussed 
more at large. 





TxE pectston of the Vice-Chancellor of the Lancaster Pala- 
tine Court in Re Webster and Jones’ Contract (reported elsewhere) 
proceeds upon the principle, which may be taken to be now 
well-established, that the scale fees under the Remuneration 
Order are not chargeable unless work corresponding with the 
matters for which they purport to be allowed is in fact done. 
Thus it was held by the Court of Appeal in Re Lacey (25 
Ch. D. 301) that where a purchaser, who was bound to pay 
the vendor’s costs, dispensed with delivery of an abstract of 
title, he was not liable to pay to the vendor's solicitor the 
scale fee for deducing title and perusing and completing 
conveyance. An essential of the work covered by 
the fee—namely, deducing title—had not been done. Hence 
the scale did not apply, and the work which had been 
done was to be paid for under the old system as modi- 
fied by Schedule II. to the order. ‘In my opinion,” said 
Corton, L.J., ‘the rules do not authorize the charging the 

rcentage there mentioned, unless the work there mentioned as 

ing the work for which it is chargeable has been in substance 
done” ; and similarly Linvizy, L.J., said: ‘“‘I think that the 
30s. per cent. can only be Sone in the case provided for—viz , 
where substantially the whole of the work mentioned—+.c., 
deducing the title, and perusing and completing the conveyance, 
is done.” The same edad was the basis of the decision 
of Kzxewicu, J.,in Re Wellby and Still (43 W.R. 73; 1894, 3 Ch. 
641), where, upon a mortgage of leaseholds, a mortgagor's 
solicitor c the scale fee for deducing title, c. 
In fact all that he had done in respect of the title was to 
supply the mortgagee’s solicitors with a statement of the dates 
and particulars of the leases and a form of the covenants. 
The — was himself the lessee and there was thus no 
title to uce, Under these circumstances, Kzxzwicu, J., 
held that the scale fee did not apply. “The Legislature,” 
he said, “could not intend that a solicitor could be said to 
deduce title when he simply hands over the lease under which 
his client holds the property. Producing the lease is not 

uivalent to deducing title.” The mt case was not quite 
identical. The vendors of leasehold property had agreed to 
deliver an abstract of title commencing with the lease, but 
the abstract, when delivered, consisted only of an abstract of 
the lease. Hatt, V.O., following the decision of Kzxrwicu, J. 
with which he agreed, held that there was no deduction of 
title, and consequently that the scale fee did not apply. The 
circumstance that the agreement stipulated for delivery of an 
abstract of title hardly seems sufficient to outweigh the fact that 
there was no title to deduce. Apart from aythority, however, it 
would not have been difficult to read “deducing title” as 
equivalent to “establishing title,” and then apparently the 
result would have been different. 





Tue unvsvat system of issuing cheques which was adopted 
by the Cheque Bank (Limited) has led to an interesting decision, 
in - bmg of om liquidation of the bank, as to p< amsi 
to ven to the term “ outstanding cheques.” ina: 
course, an outstanding cheque is one w has been filled ’ up 
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and delivered to another person by a customer having an 
acoount at a bank; the term would not include blank cheques 
or @ cheque drawn in favour of the customer himself and 
retained by him, for until presentation no right whatever 
arises upon it. It was, however, the well-known peculiarity of 
the Cheque Bank system, that cash was said to be retained by 
the bank to meet the maximum amount for which cheque books 
wore issued, this being effected by marking every cheque with 
the maximum for which it could be filled in, though it might be 
filled in for any smaller amount. And as security for due 
payment, the trust deed of the bank charged the ed capital 
with payment of the total amount, not exceeding £100,000, of 
the cheques which should be “outstanding” at the time 
when the security created by the trust deed became 
enforceable, This charge was preceded by a recital that 
the bank issued cheques to customers on the footing that the 
amount for which each cheque was filled up should be held 
by the bank until the cheque was presented for payment. 

nicut, J., held that the words “filled “p ” in this recital 
referred to the maximum amount marked by perforation on 
each cheque when it was issued, and it was not a difficult 
deduction that, upon the issue of any cheque book, the total 
amount which it represented was forthwith secured by 
the trust deed. Hence all the cheques in the book not presented 
for payment and paid ranked as “outstanding cheques,” 
whether they had been filled in and signed by the customer 
or not, and all such cheques were entitled to the benefit of the 
security. Buta different point arose where cheques had been 
filled up for less than the maximum amount, so that the cheque 
book was exhausted but an amount still remained to the credit 
of the customer at the bank. It seems a hardship that such 
customers should be in a worse position than customers who 
have abstained from using their cheques, but Wricut, J., held 
that, since they had nothing which could be called “ outstand- 
ing cheques,” their security was gone. They had exhausted 
their cheques without exhausting their accounts, and a balance 
at the bank, though it gave a right to call for a new secured 
cheque book, was not itself equivalent to a cheque book. 





In THE oasE of Hall v. Fairweather, decided last week by a 
Divisional Court, a novel nee of county court practice arose, 
presenting many points of difficulty which it cannot be said the 
judgment in the case have entirely removed. The facts appear 
to have been as follows: Two co-plaintiffis brought an action 
against a defendant, who at the trial admitted the plaintiffs’ 
claim, but subject to his counterclaim against one of the plaintifis. 
The county court judge heard the evidence as to the counterclaim, 
but without giving a decision on the merits, entered judgment 
for the plaintiffs upon it, on the ground that where there are 
two joint plaintiffs and the counterclaim fails against one, it 
fails against both. The learned judges in the Divisional Court 
allowed the appeal, on the ground that, as the judge had heard the 
case and had all the parties before him, he ought to have adjudi- 
cated upon it. But they expressed great doubt whether a defendant 
can of right have a counterclaim tried against one of two 
co-plaintifis. It is difficult to see upon what principle a defen- 
dant ought be debarred from setting up a counterclaim in such 
acase, That he can set up separate counterclaims against each 
co-plaintiff has been decided : Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln- 
shire Railway Co. v. Brooks (2 Ex. D, 243). There is also clearly, 
by ord. 10, r. 8, of the County Court Rules, a right given to 
a defendant to establish a counterclaim inst one of two 
co-plaintiffs where the other has been improperly joined. The 
corresponding R, 8. O. ord. 19, r, 3, gives the court a discretion 
to refuse the defendant permission to avail himself of his right 
if the counterclaim cannot conveniently be disposed of in the 
action, but the county court rule contains no such limitation. 
Ord. 10, r. 8, was perhaps made to prevent a plaintiff avoiding a 
ust counterclaim by joining with him a nominal plaintiff. Itis 
iffcult to see what embarrassment could be ca to a plaintiff 
by such a counterclaim against his co-plaintiff, at any rate where, 
asin the case under notice, the claim is admitted. The rules 
ag to counterclaim were certainly framed with a view to having 
all questions at issue between the ies disposed of at the 
same time. Ord. 10, r. 2, of the ty Court Rules gives a 


defendant in an action the right to counterclaim against the 
claim of the plaintiff in res of any right or claim, and, 
provides that such counterclaim shall have the same effect as a 
cross-action, so as to enable the court to pronounce a final 
judgment in the same action, both on the original and cross- 
claim. Again, ord. 14, r. 2, provides that no action or matter 
shall be defeated by reason of the misjoinder or nonjoinder of 
parties, and the judge may order parties im ly joined to be 
struck out at any stage of the proceedings. It is submitted that 
in this case the right course for the judge to have taken, was to 
have treated the co-plaintiff as a party improperly joined, so 
far as the counterclaim was concerned, and given judgment 
upon the counterclaim against the other. It should also be 
noticed that the judge has, by ord. 22, r. 16, which was not 
referred to before the Divisional Court, ample power to control 
any attempt by a defendant to abuse his right to counterclaim, 
since if the court thinks it can be better of by an inde- 


pendent action, he can order the counterclaim to be excluded. 





THE HEAD-NoTE of Lowe v. Adams (1901, 2 Ch, 598)—“A 
verbal notice to determine a right to shoot pheasants, enjoyed 
from year to year at an annual payment, was given early in 
March for the 25th then instant, being the end of the current 
year: Held, that the notice was reasonable ”—is remarkably 
concise, and some further account of the facts is required in 
order fully to appreciate the point raised. The action was 
brought to restrain the defendants from interfering with rights 
of sporting over a property called White Ash Wood, in the 
parish of a Essex. The defendants contended that they 
were still entitled to the right of sporting, inasmuch as they 
had not received from the landlord a reasonable notice of the 
revocation of the right. The defendants claimed under an 
agreement in writing, but not under seal, dated the 14th of 
May, 1895, by which the owner of the property let to them 
all the shooting in White Ash Wood, and the 
shooting within the adjoining fields of the wood, for the 
term of one year from the 25th of March, 1895, to the 
25th of March, 1896, at the rent of £23 per annum, pay- 
able half-yearly, the landlord to pay all outgoings—namely, 
tithes, rates, and taxes. This rent was subsequently, by agree- 
soem suneeed Seat ee ee After the lapse of the year— 
namely, from Lady Day, 1896, down to 1891—the defendants 
continued to enjoy the t of shooting over the wood and paid 
the annual rent. In Fe , or at the latest early in March, 
1891, the landlord gave the defendants oral notice that the 
scumngemnent was secthed as Sate eo March then next, 
though written notice was not given till the 23rd of March, 
The argument for the defendants was that, after Lady Day, 1896, 
they became, by virtue of their continued enjoyment of the 
right, coupled with the payment of an annual rent, tenants from 
year to year, and th eet 0 Sere wae 
expiring at Lady Day, 1902. We cannot see that the facts, that 
the original ent was not under seal, and that the earlier 
notice to quit was not in ae 
and the sole question seems to y i 
was in the circumstances reasonable and sufficient. It is 
unnecessary to discuss the cases which have decided that the tenant 
of a corporeal hereditament for a year certain who continues in 

ion after the year has elapsed, paying the annual rent, 
Secome be implication of law tenant from year to year of the 
premises and entitled to a half-year’s notice to quit. All these 
cases proceed on the ground that the half-year’s notice is, 
under the circumstances, a reasonable notice, and this is all 
that the law in any case where there is no express provision 


can imply. 


Purrine asmpg agreements relating to interests in land, it 
is not easy to collect the cases in which parties who deal with 
each other for an indefinite period are, in the absence of 
express provision, entitled to expect reasonable notice that these 
dealings are to terminate. The law has converted a tenant at 
will who pays an annual rent into a tenant entitled to half a 
year’s notice to quit, but if a tradesman had dealt for 

with a customer, receiving payment for his goods yearly 








or 
yearly, he might at any moment retire from business withou 
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being under any obligation to give notice to his customer, 
nor would the customer be expected to give any notice 
that he was about to withdraw his custom. But in some 
transactions the law has held that the parties cannot 
terminate their relation with each other without reason- 
able notice, as in the case of agents, clerks, and servants. In 
the case of menial servants there is, of course, a fixed customary 
notice, but in the other cases it is often difficult to say what is 
a reasonable notice, and the question has to be decided by the 
jury. In Lowe v. Adams Cozzns-Harpy, J., after tracing the 
origin of the half-year’s notice, ending with the period at which 
the tenancy commenced, to the presence of a feeling of the justice 
and good policy of allowing a tenant who has sowed to reap, 
could not see that this rule should be applied to the enjoyment 
of a right of shooting. He assumed that the defendants were 
entitled to reasonable notice expiring at Lady Day, 1901, and 
held that the earlier notice to quit was reasonable, and, therefore, 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to the relief claimed in the 
action. It has been already held in Méllor v. Watkins (L. R. 9 
Q. B. 400), following Cornish v. Stubbs (L. R. 5 C. P. 334), that 
a licensee, even under a revocable licence, must have reasonable 
notice of the revocation, and in the later case of Wilson v. Tavener 
(1901, 1 Ch. 578), Joyoz, J.,in a case where there was a licence 
to post bills on a cottage at a yearly rent, held that a quarter’s 
notice, terminating at the end of the year, was sufficient. The 
time may possibly come when contracting parties will make 
provision for what shall be a sufficient notice of the termination 
of their contract, but they seem at present to prefer to leave the 
courts to infer their intention from the general tenor of the 


agreement. 





_ Arremrts have been made in more cases than one to interpret, 
in the interests of the drivers of ‘light locomotives,” the 
statutory regulations which govern the use of those vehicles 
upon highways. The regulations in question were made by the 


Government Board under the Locomotives on Highways 

Act, 1896, and are known as the “ Light Locomotives on High- 
ways Order, 1896.” Under Article IV. (1) of these regulations 
a driver is not to drive “ at any speed greater than is reasonable 
and proper having regard to the traffic on the highway or so as to 
endanger the life or limb of any person, or to the common danger 
of pai ers.” In Smith v. Boon (45 Soxicrrors’ Journat 485) 
& driver was convicted of having driven at excessive speed, 
where he had driven through the high street of a country town 
at a rate of about eighteen miles per hour; the conviction was 
upheld, although no evidence had been given to shew that any 
vehicle or person had been incommoded by the speed of the 
locomotive, and the Lord Chief Justice expressed the 
view that “the traffic on the highway” mentioned in 
the regulation meant the ordinary traffic. Cases such 
as Stinson v. Browning (L. R. 1 O. P. 321) and Hill v. 
Somerset (51 J. P. 742), as to the necessity for evidence of 
danger or injury to passengers, were decided upon the different 
—— of section 72 of the Highway Act, 1835, and are no 
at ities for the interpretation of the regulations under 
discussion. These cases were, however, again relied on in 
Mayhew v. Sutton (ante, p. 51), in support of an appeal against a 
conviction under the regulations, for driving a light locomotive 
“to the common danger of passengers.” It appears that at the 
where the offence was alleged to have been committed, 

ere were no passengers except the soli liceman on 
whose evidence the greccelingp were talon” onl it was 
not suggested that he was endangered. The court (Lord 
Atvenstone, C.J., and Dartinc and Onawwewt, JJ.) held that 
no evidence of danger to individual passengers was necessary, 
and affirmed the conviction. To have decided otherwise would 
have been inconsistent with Smith v. Boon, and would have 
seriously impsired the efficacy of the regulations, It appears 
from the reports of both the recent cases referred to that the 
driver in each case had made himself directly amenable to a 
further regulation which prohibits him under any circumstances 
from exceeding the speed of twelve miles an hour. No 
contentions — een been ay to could be raised in 
omer oeae a under this regulation, but possibly the difficulty of 
_ the speed in particular cases outweighs this a 





Tue TENDENCY of the courts in modern times to uphold bye- 


laws made in purported exercise of a statutory power is well 
illustrated by the case of Geutel v. Rapps, decided by Lord Atvzn- 
stone, C.J.,and Dar.ine and JJ. (reported elsewhere), 
It is, of course, a settled principle that a bye-law must not be re- 
ugnant to the general law, and that it must be reasonable. The 
fous principle is in fact expressly recognized in the statute, 
the Tramways Act, 1870, under which the bye-law in question 
in Geutel v. Rapps was made; section 46 of that Act 
enables a tramway company to make bye-laws for 
(amongst other things) preventing the commission of 
any nuisance in or upon any carriage, and contains 
the proviso “that such bye-laws be not repugnant to 
the laws of that part of the United Kingdom where the same 
are to have effect.”” A bye-law made by a tramway company 
prohibited swearing and the use of obscene or offensive language 
in or upon any carriage. In the town in which the bye-law was 
to have effect section 28 of the Towns Police Clauses Act, 1847, 
was in force, and that section prohibits the use in any street of 
profane or obscene lan e ‘to the annoyance of the residents 
or passengers.” The justices declined to convict under the bye- 
law on the ground that, for want of the words relating to annoy- 
ance, it was repugnant to the Act of 1847. The Divisional 
Court has reversed this decision, holding the bye-law to be 
valid. They seem to have considered that the bye-law was not 
dealing with the same subject-matter as the Towns Police 
Clauses Act, and was therefore not repugnant toit. It is not, 
however, surprising that the justices took a different view. 
Strickland vy. Hayes (1896, 1 Q. B. 290), Lrvprey and Kay, 
L.JJ. (sitting as a Divisional Court), had to consider the bye-law 
of a county council, the material pe of which prohibited the 
use of profane and obscene guage in any street or 
public place, and relying upon the distinction already 
pointed out between this language and that of the Act 
of 1847, they held that the bye-law was invalid. It is 
difficult to reconcile this decision with that in Geutel v. 
Rapps; in fact, in the latter case the judges appear 
to have doubted the correctness of the decision in Sérick- 
land v. Hayes. No doubt a strong support was given 
to the validity of local bye-laws by the court of seven 
judges which (dissentiente Matuew, J.) decided Kruse v. 
Johnson (1898, 2Q. B. 91). But Strickland v. Hayes was there 
referred to in argument and was not expressly overruled, and the 
late Lord Chief Justice (with whose judgment the majority of 
the court concurred) relied toa ccuattinable extent on the fact 
that the bye-law under discussion had been made under a wide 
power by a representative public body (a county council) which 
might be presumed to know the requirements of its own locality 
in respect of good rule and government: this consideration 
hardly applies to the bye-law of a tramway company. The 
result of the decisions is to leave the law in some doubt, but it is 
clear that Strictland vy. Hayes must now be considered as of 
questionable authority. 





In THE case of Master v. Fraser (Times, 8th inst.) the 
Divisional Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Daruine and 
CuANNELL, JJ.) has given a decision on the right to exemption 
from distress in respect of workmen’s tools in accordance with 
the ruling of Lord Ooxznipez, O.J., and Marnew, J., in 
Churchward v. Johnson (54 J. P. 326). Under the Law of 
Distress Amendment Act, 1888, the exemption from seizure in 
execution conferred by section 96 of the County Courts Act, 
1846, or any substituted enactment, is extended to distress ; and 
hence, by virtue of section 147 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
the wearing apparel and bedding of the tenant and his family, 
and the tools and implements of his trade, to the value of £5, 
are exempted from distress. In the present case the tenant had 
obtained a sewing machine on a hire-purchase agreement, and 
it was used by his wife for the purpose of earning money 
by sewi to meet the family wants and a for 
making clothing for herself and the family. The land- 
lord seized it by way of distress, and it was urged that 
the exemption did not apply, for the two-fold reason that the 
machine, being only hired, did not belong to the husband; 
while, if it did, it was not, having regard to the manner in 
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which it was used, one of his tools or implements of trade. But 
the court had little difficulty in overruling both contentions. A 
man’s tools, it was held, are such as he is entitled to ion 
of for the purpose of his trade, and it is not permissible for the 
landlord to set up a jus tertii to justify seizing them. With 
regard to the user by the wife, it is to be noticed that there was 
no question of separate property under the Married Women’s 
Property Acts. The sewing machine was being used by the 
wife for the husband’s purposes and to assist in maintaining the 
family, and it is a perfectly natural construction of the statute 
to treat a machine so used as an implement of the husband’s 
trade. The right to exemption was accordingly upheld. 








“ONCE A MORTGAGE, ALWAYS A MORTGAGE.” 


Tae Court of Appeal (VavcHan Wiutuiams, Romer, and 
Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) have practically overruled the distinction 
taken by Bucxuey, J., in Lisle v. Reeve (49 W. R. 188), with 
respect to the legal and equitable right to redeem a mortgage, 
though, since the learned judge’s decision was affirmed upon 
another ground, the point did not receive—in the judgments at 
any rate—so full a consideration as might have been desired. 
To understand the case it is necessary to give a short sketch of 
a somewhat complicated transaction. It commenced with an 
agreement dated the 23rd of April, 1896, by which the plaintiffs 
agreed to lend the defendant £3,000 and such further sums, 
not exceeding £2,000, as he should require, to be secured by 
mortgage of the steamship Norfolk. The further advances were 
only to be made within two years from the date of the agree- 
ment, and the advances were to be payable six months from 
the date of the mortgage ; but, provided interest was regularly 
paid, the money was neither to be called in nor paid off fora 
period of two yearsfrom the date of the mortgage. Moreover, 
at any time within two years from the date of the agreement, 
the plaintiffs were to be at liberty to enter into partnership 
with the defendant, and in this case the £5,000 was to be the 
property of the defeadant, who on his part was to bring The 


Norfolk into the partnership free from the mortgage. The partner- 
ship property was to belong to the plaintiffs and the defendant 


in equal shares, so that the effect of declaring the option 
would be that the plaintiffs would purchase their half share 
of The Norfolk for £5,000. If the further advance of £2,000 
had not been in fact made, a sum representing the amount not 
advanced was, upon the option being exercised, to be paid over 
to the defendant. This agreement was followed on the 4th of 
July, 1896, by a statutory mortgage of The Norfolk, the mortgage 
being accompanied by a receipt and agreement shewing that 
£3,783 had then been advanced, and naming the 4th of July, 
1898, as the date of payment. There was also a further deed 
executed under the same date—4th of July, 1896—by which 
the mortgagor assigned to the mortgagees the current freight 
and covenanted to pay the £5,000 on demand. But the variance 
as to the date of payment was not in the action regarded as 
material, these documents all forming part of one transaction, 
and the obvious intention being to postpone payment for two 
years, 
It will be noticed that in the above arrangement there were 
two separate periods of two years. There was the period from 
the 23rd of April, 1896 (the date of the original agreement), to the 
28rd of April, 1898, within which the option to enter into partner- 
’ ship was to be exercised ; and there was the period from the 4th 
of July, 1896, to the 4th of July, 1898, for which the loan was to 
run. The option was not exercised, but the whole £5,000 had been 
_ advanced before the 23rd of April, 1898, and was not paid on the 
te ogy of July. Hence at the latter date the option of a 
partnership had gone, and there was no relation between the 
parties other than the ordinary relation which exists between 
mortgagor and mortgagee after the date fixed for payment has 
expired. Just before the 4th of July, 1898—namely, on the 27th 
| of June—the mortgagor gave furthersecurity in respect of £2,000, 
part of the total advance of £5,000, by executing a of 
certain wharvesat Norwich and Great Yarmouth, and thisfixed the 
payment of the £2,000 for the 27th of the following December, 
and contained a proviso for redemption upon payment on that 
date. And just after the 4th of July, 1898— namely, on the 9th ef 
that month—the parties entered into a new arrangement, and a 





fresh agreement was executed under which a further period of 
five years from the date of this agreement was allowed for the 
mortgagees to exercise their option of entering into partnership with 
the mortgagor, and this was to be upon the same terms as before 
—namely, that the were to forego their claim to 
repayment of the £5,000, and that Zhe Norfolk was to be 
brought in as partnership property. During the currency of 
this period of five years—namely, on the 24th of February, 
1900—the mortgagees exercised their option to enter 
into © ership, and uw the mortgagor’s refusal 
to allow them to do so they brought the ge action for 
specific performance of the agreement of the 9th of July, 
1898, or, in the alternative, for for breach of it, and 
also, in the latter case, for payment of the £5,000 and interest. 
The defence was that the agreement of the 9th of July con- 
stituted an illegal clog on the equity of redemption, and was not 
enforceable. _ 

In the above circumstances it is clear that either two or three 
separate transactions are to be distinguished. The agreement 
of the 23rd of April, 1896, and the mortgage and other instru- 
ments of the following July formed one transaction, under 
which the plaintifis became mortgagees for £5,000, when 


‘advanced, and had—supposing this were a valid stipu!.tion—the 


option before the 23rd of April, 1898, of entering in+ partner- 
ship and buying a half share of the ship for that sum. Since 
this option was not exercised, no question as to its validity 
arose. Then there was the further mortgage of the 27th of 
June, 1898, to cover £2,000, part of the existing loan of £5,000, 
and this was followed by the agreement of the 9th of July, 
1898, extending the time of payment for five years, and giving a 
fresh option of partnership to be exercised within that period. 
The judgment of Buocxtzy, J., proceeded on the assumption 
that these two later documents were parts of one transaction. 
There was thus a mortgage agreement—that of the 27th of 
June—accompanied by a stipulation in the ment of the 
9th of July by virtue of which the defendant would, if the 
plaintiffs exercised their option, lose his right to redeem. The 
mortgaged property would benmuee irrevocably the joint property 
of the plaintiffs and the defendant. Primd facie this stipula- 
tion formed a clog upon the equity of redemption, and 
Buoxtzy, J., would have held it to be invalid had he rot 
sanctioned the novel distinction between a clog upon the legal 
and upon the equitable right to redeem which will be considered 
resently. 
. In the Court of Appeal, however, it was pointed out that 
there was no essential connection between the documents of 
the 27th of June and the 9th of July. There was no evidence, 
said Vavenan Wrttams, L.J., that the transactions which the 
documents embodied were really one and the same transaction 
except such as could be gathered from the documents themselves, 
and in these there was nothing to shew that the arrangement of 
July was contemplated at the time of the agreement of June, or 
was part and parcel of that ment. Hence the so-called clog 
upon the equity did not fall within the rule which it was said to 
infringe. The maxim “ Once a mortgage, always a mortgage,” is 
still admittedly sound law, and it was decisively affirmed by 
the House of Lords in Salt v. Marquis of Northampton (40 
W. R. 529; 1892, A. 0.1). But the rule is not to be taken 
quite literally. It forbids the mortgage from being converted 
into an absolute conveyance by virtue of any arrangement made 
at the time of mo but it does not prevent the parties 
from altering their ion by an agreement subsequent to the 
mortgage. e right of redemption can be sold to anyone— 
to the  aliien-~elink the loan, said Lord Bramwer in the 
case just referred to, and the validity of a sale of the equity to 
the mortgagee was specifically affirmed by Kuypzrstey, V.C., 
in Gossip v. Wright (11 W. R. 682). “No doubt,” he said, “‘as 
a broad rule the court would not allow parties to 4 transaction, 
by a contem eous instrument, or something which the court 
would as a simultaneous transaction, to cripple the right to 
redemption, but it would allow a subsequent transaction, 
whether by of sale or giving up of the equity 
of redemption.” Hence in the case, sO soon as it 
was held by the Court of the agreement of the 9th 
of July was separate from the mortgage of the 27th of June, it 
tollowed thet & was.e.pemmiqaible aqummnqedifus the manlgngoss 
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and the mortgagor to enter inio, and was not invalidated by the 
fact that the mortgagor might thereby lose his right to redeem. 

It remains to consider the distinction which Buoxtey, J., 
drew between the legal and the equitable right of redemption. 
Treating the documents of the 27th of June and the 9th of July, 
1898, as constituting one transaction, he held that the date for 
redemption was postponed to the 9th of July, 1903, and that until 
this date the legal right to redeem did not arise. But the equit- 
able right to redeem, or the equity of redemption, he pointed 
out, is no more than an extension of the legal right, and conse- 
quently that also was not in existence. And since the rule in 
question only forbids a clog upon the equity of redemption, it 
had no application so long as this equity was not existent. It 
was an apparently natural consequence to say that if the parties 
entered into an agreement under which the legal right to 
redemption would never arise, the equity to redeem 
would be equally excluded, and the agreement could 
not be objected to as being a clog upon the equity. Thus 
in the present case it was said that the exercise by the mort- 
gagees of their option to enter into partnership turned the 
transaction into a sale before the legal right to redeem arose, 
and there was nothing left upon which an equity could fasten. 
‘*I¢ seems to me,” said Bucx.zy, J., “that the proposition is well- 
founded that if by a condition subsequent contained in the 
instrument, and which is to be performed at a time before the 
legal right of redemption arises, the lender may at his option 
become, and does by the exercise of his option become, purchaser, 
so that the date for redemption at law never arrives, then there 
is no legal, and consequently no equitable, right of redemption. 
In such a case the transaction is valid as a conditional sale, and 
the doctrine of clogging the equity of redemption can have no 
operation.”’ 

As already pointed out, the decision of the Court of Appeal 
made it unnecessary to discuss this doctrine, but the enunciation 
of so novel a proposition could hardly pass unnoticed, and all 
three of the Lords Justices appear to have intimated that they 
disagreed with it. There seems, indeed, to be no reason for 
postponing the operation of the equitable rule until the legal 
right to redeem arises, and then, if such right never arises, 
excluding its operation altogether. In Howard v. Harris (1 
Vern. 190), upon which the whole doctrine largely rests, it 
was said in argument that the maxim is “‘ that an estate cannot 
at one time be a mortgage, and at another time cease to be so, 
by one and the same deed.” There is here no restriction of the 
principle to a period subsequent to the date fixed for payment, and 
if equity is called upon to interfere at all, it can interfere just as 
properly to protect the legal as the equitable right of redemp- 
tion. e truerule appears to be stated in the passage just 
quoted, and it applies equally whether the clog upon the right 
of redemption operates before or after the date when the for- 
feiture of the mortgagor’s estate would in the ordinary course 
become absolute at law. It is safe to say that the decision of 
Bucxiey, J., in Lisle v. Reeve, so far as it touches the point in 
question, however interesting it may be as a specimen of subtle 
reasoning, must be taken to be overruled by the judgments in 
the Court of Appeal. 








EVIDENCE ADMISSIBLE ON A BANKRUPTCY 
PETITION. 


Tux decision of the Court of Appeal last week in Re A Debtor, 
Ex parte The Petitioning Creditors (reported elsewhere), being 
an appeal from an order of the bankruptcy registrar dismissing 
@ petition, is worth more than a passing notice, for it undoubtedly 
on one a couciieas ee ee which has hitherto 
tS) on & ptcy petition—a practice 
founded perhaps upon the law of taalevagter as it “existed 
to the Bankruptey Act, 1883, and the Rules of 1886, 
ut at any rate a practice which has existed for a great number 
of — a ge ye rar gre 
ale of practice which is ref to is this—that u 
the hearing of a bankruptcy petition the debtor cannot be called 
to prove the act of bankruptcy alleged in the petition. The 
question whether this is or is not a good rule of practice founded 
on legal which has just been disposed of by the 
Court of arose in rather peculiar circumstances. But) 





although the circumstances were iar, the decision lays 
down a principle of general application. The debtor was 
a member of the Stock Exchange, and had very large 
transactions yg for the ensuing account. Shortly before 
settling day the debtor made certain payments to certain 
customers of his, to whom, as he alleged, he was at the time 
indebted. Subsequently, mainly, as he alleged, owing to several 
of his clients failing to fulfil their ng erg with him on 
the settling day, he was declared a defaulter, and the official 
assignee of the Stock Exchange closed all his outstanding 
transactions at the hammer price in the usual way, and dis- 
tributed his assets among the Stock Exchange creditors. The 
petitioning creditors were also members of the Stock Exchange, 
to whom, upon settling day, the debtor had become indebted in 
a large sum of money, and who had of course received a 
dividend on their debt from the official assignee in the Stock 
Exchange liquidation. In the petition, which was founded 
upon this debt, the act of ssn, & | alleged was the rather 
unusual one that the payments ore mentioned, made to 
certain creditors shortly before settling day, were fraudulent 
transfers of property within section 4, sub-section 1 (4), of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, or, in the alternative, within sub-section 
(c), transfers of property which would be void as fraudulent 
preferences under section 48 of that Act if the debtor were 
adjudged bankrupt. 
ow, when the petition came on for hearing, the petitioning 
creditors found themselves in some difficulty. It was upon 
them to prove, in order to succeed, that the debtor was at the 
time that he made these payments insolvent, and it was also 
part of their case that the payments made were not in fact 
due, but were fraudulently made to persons who were in 
reality themselves indebted to the debtor. They succeeded 
in proving, or getting admissions, of the fact of the payments, 
and then, having called the official assignee, proposed to 
examine him as to the entries respecting these payments in the 
bankrupt’s books. Thereupon, the counsel for the debtor 
objected to the books being admitted and entries therein being 
proved by the official assignee. This objection, so far, seems to 
have been well founded, because the books had only been 
handed to the official assignee for the special purpose of the 
domestic Stock Exchange liquidation of the debtor’s affairs, and 
though the official assignee was right in bringing them to the 
court on his subpena duces tecum, it was open to the debtor to 
object to their being used in evidence, just as much as if they 
were in his own possession. Thereupon, the petitioners elected 
to call the debtor himself, and examine him upon the entries in 
the books, in order to shew that the whole transaction of the 
payments was an ingenious fraud, and that the accounts of the 
_— in the debtor’s books actually shewed whe debit balances, 
ut the senior registrar refused to allow the debtor to be call 
or to admit his books in evidence against him, on the gro 
that it had been the long-established practice of the Bankruptcy 
Court not to allow the debtor to be called to give evidence 
against himself with regard to his own me act of bankruptcy. 
Now it cannot be denied that such a rule of practice did exist 
before the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and has continued to exist 
since that Act, without the question ever having been raised 
whether or no that rule of practice, which was founded upon the 
previous bankruptcy law, could still hold good under the new 
code of bankruptcy law and pete prescribed by the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883, and the ptey Rules of 1886, The 
reason for this is not far to seek. the first place, the 
registrars who now control the practice are the same as those 
under whom the old practice grew up; and, in the second place, 
it must be a very rare occurrence for the petitioning creditor to 
take the risk of calling the debtor to prove his case. The fact 
is that that rule of practice was founded upon a state of the 
bankruptcy law which looked upon b tcy proceedings as 
of a guast-criminal character, and led to the bp to 
bankruptcy proceedings of the law, really confined to criminal 
cases, that you cannot convict a person out of his owl 
mouth. Whatever justification there may have been fo 
this view before the Bankruptcy Act of 1883—and it must 
be confessed it is difficult to find very much—there is 
nothing in that Act and the rules of 1886 which supports the 
rule of practice in question. In fact the rule of practice has 
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outlived the reasons upon which it was based, no doubt because 
the old view still li on, no one having had occasion to 
question it. As late as 1892 we find thesame idea expressed by 
the late Lord Bowzn in Re Howes (40 W. RB. 647), where he 
describes bankruptcy proceedings as having ‘‘ guast-penal con- 

nences.” But this idea is certainly no oar tenable, at 
least to the length that it excludes a debtor’s evidence. As was 
pointed out by Lord Justice Romer, in criminal proceedings or 
matters there is no appeal, and, tried by this test, a bankruptcy 
petition is certainly not of that nature. 

But, when the pe a J Act and rules which now 
the procedure upon a ban tey petition are examined, it is at 
once seen that, so far from affording the least sanction for such 
a practice, they leave the greatest possible latitude to the 
petitioning creditor in proving his case. It is true that certain 
rules prescribe certain modes of proof which the petitioning 
creditor must observe. For instance, there must by express 
rule be the affidavit verifying the petition, and it is the well- 
recognized and reasonable practice to require the su uent 
affidavit of debt at the hearing; moreover, by rule 164 and the 
interpretation put upon it in Re Purrett (2 Manson, 403), the 
personal attendance of the petitioning creditor to give vivd voce 
evidence is necessary, unless a special order is made exempting 
him from attending. But there cannot be found anywhere in 
the Act or rules any provision which supports the practice 
hitherto followed, and restricts the right of the petitioning 
creditor to call, in order to prove his case, all such evidence as 
would be legally admissible in an action. The Court of Appeal 
naturally refused to be bound by any rule of practice, however 
ancient, which had no legal foundation, and their decision has 
exploded another of those myths, handed down by tradition, 
which die so hard. Leave to appeal was asked for and refused. 

The other question of evidence which arose in the case now 
under notice—namely, whether the debtor’s books could be used 
against him on the hearing of the petition—was also decided 
adversely to the debtor, and upon the same principle. The 
question of the books was a very different one to that of calling 
the debtor. There was certainly no established rule of practice 
against it, and it has often been done. It is, indeed, difficult to 
see why the entries should not be, used as admissions against 
the debtor on any principle of evidence, and it was not suggested 
that any special rule of bankruptcy was applicable. It would 
be imposing an intolerable hardship upon a petitioning creditor 
if he could not refer to the books to expose what he contended 
was an ingenious fraud. 

In this case another point was raised, also of great interest 
and no little difficulty, which, it was urged, was a conclusive 
answer to the petition, whether the bankrupt’s evidence had 
been wrongly excluded or not—namely, that the rules of the 
Stock Exchange by which a defaulting member hands over to 
the official assignee the whole of his assets for the purpose of 
the Stock Exchange liquidation, is a cessio bonorum, amounting to 
an act of bankruptcy, to which the debtor’s fellow members are 
parties, and of which, therefore, they cannot, according to a 
well-recognized principle of bankruptcy law, take advantage for 
the purpose of presenting a bankruptcy petition. The court 
decided not to deal with that point, as it had not been argued 
before the registrar, but sent the matter back to be reheard. 
This very point, it may be noticed in conclusion, was dealt with 
in a very recent case of Ratcliff’ v. Mendlessohn (6 Com. Oas. 285) 
adversely to the above contention. But the same reasonin, 
does not necessarily apply to proceedings in an action an 
roceedings by way of bankruptcy petition, and the question is 

dly one which can be said to be concluded till it has reached 
- the House of Lords. 


ern 








The hearing of House of Lords appeals has been suspended during the 
present week, but it is expected be resumed on Monday, the 25th inst. 


Owing to the length and number of the defended cases at Worcester, 
where, says the Times, the calendar contained the names of twenty-six 
prisoners—twenty-four from the county and two from the city—the 
learned judge, in order to hold the assizes at Gloucester, the next town on 
the circuit, on the date fixed, adjourned the assizes until Monday, the 23rd 
of December, At the.conclusion of the Assizes h 
arranged to return to try a charge of ot 


Birmingham e has 
misa of trust 
funds in the city of Worcester and a case perjury from the 


mmf both of which are defended and, between them, will occupy a day 
0. 
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CRIMINAL LAW, 


A SELECTION oF CasEs ILLUSTRATIVE OF EnGiisH Crimimnat Law, 
By Courtney Srannorze Kenny, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, 
Reader in English Law in the University of Cambridge. Cambridge: 
At the University Press. 


Dr. Kenny has ranged over a wide field to obtain cases illustrative 
of the criminal law, and he has compiled a book which we imagine 
will prove to be an extremely instructive and interesting help to 
students. Indeed, the casual reader who takes it up will not easil 
lay it down, for the criminal law has much of human interest, an 
Dr. Kenny’s examples are historical as well as practical. A case from 
the Year Books of Edward IV. recalls the pitiful factthat ‘‘Alics of W.,” 
who was of the age of thirteen years, was burnt for killing her mistress, 
and anote to R. v. Owen(4 C. & P. 236) gives the more merciful result in 
the case of a boy of ten, named York, who was sentenced to death at Bury 
Assizes before Willes, L.C.J., in 1748, This sentence was confirmed 
by the whole body of judges, to whom the matter was referred by the 
Lord Chief Justice: ‘‘ Forit would be,” said they, “‘ of very dangerous 
consequence to have it thought that children may commit such atrocious 
crimes with impunity.” He received, however, ssys Dr. Kenny, several 
successive reprieves ; and ultimately, after being detained in prison 
nine years, was on condition of entering the navy. But it 
seems that a boy between eight and nine years old was actually 
hanged for arson in 1629. Other cases, such as Reg. v. Bradshaw 
(14 Cox 83), where a football player was indicted for manslaughter 
and acquitted, bring us down to quite recent times. Among the 
notable cases which Dr. Kenny has included are Attorney- 
General vy. Bradlaugh (14 Q. B, D. 667) on suing for penalties, Reg. v. 
McNaughten (10 CG. & F. 200) on the test of insanity, Reg. v. Dudley 
(14 Q. B. D. 273) the case of the shipwrecked crew of The Mignonette, 
and og Parnell (14 Cox 505) on Fy Me Extensive use is 
made of the American reports, and Dr. Kenny gives the summi 
up in United States v. Guiteau (10 Fed. Rep. 161), so far as it 
the prisoner’s defence of insanity. The reports of the cases do not 
purport always to be full. longer cases have been usually 
abridged. In this way the editor has been able to give a la 
selection and has pln Se the requirements of students. An i 
might have been added with advantage, but otherwise the book will be 
an admirable companion to the ordinary text-books on criminal law. 
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1901 (1 Edward VIL.), with Introductions, Notes, Tables of Statutes 
Repealed and Subjects Altered, Lists of Local and Personal and Private 
Acts, and a copious Index. By James SUTHERLAND 
Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 
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with a sone 


Eric BLAcKkwoop WRIGHT, 
Edition. Stevens & Sons 


Two Centuries’ Growth of American Law, 1701-1901. By Members 
of the Faculty of the Yale Law School. Edward Arnold, 
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The Practice of the Privy Council in Judicial Matters in Appeals 
from Courts of Civil, Cri:ainal, and Admiralty Jurisdiction in the 
Colonies, Possessions, and Foreign Jurisdictions of the Crown, and in 
Appeals from Ecclesiastical and Prize Courts, together with the 
Practice as to Matters heard upon Special Reference, and Applications 
for the Prolongation of Patents, with Forms of Procedure and Pre- 
cedents of Bills of Costs. By Franx SarrorD, Recorder of Canter- 
bury, and Grorcz WHEELER, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited), 











CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The thanks of the profession are due to Messrs. Leggatt, 
Rubinstein, & Co., for the stand they have taken. 

As the registry seem disposed, not only to shirk the responsibility 
for the correctness of the certificates, but also to shirk the question of 
how far the signing of their form of receipt is intended to throw the 
responsibility on the solicitors or their client, I would suggest that 
solicitors also act on their strict rights and refuse to acknowledge the 
receipt of documents at all. Francis 8, WHITE. 

Portlands, East Grinstead, Sussex. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—With reference to the correspondence and your observations 
thereon in your last issue, perhaps if we added to our receipts for the 
certificates that ‘“‘ we do not accept any responsibility for their 
correctness ” without going on to say (though the fact may be so) 
“the responsibility for their correctness rested, of course, with the 
registrar,” it would be accepted without comment, particularly as, 
we should think, the registrar would not desire by a side wind—that 
is to say, by requesting, ‘‘ if you find it correct” to send receipt—to 
shift any responsibility from himself to the solicitor. The registrar, 
we note, repudiates the position Messrs. Leggatt & Co. take up— 

ibly he considers the vendor or party registering would have to 
the responsibility. If both registrar and solicitor have been 
misled by fraud or mistake, section 7 of the Act, as to indemnity, 
should apply, and sub-section 6 could not have been intended to 
make the solicitor responsible in a case of this description. At the 
same time, there is doubtless an uneasy feeling amongst our profes- 
sion as to attempts to make solicitors responsible for the correctness 
of the certificate, a position we should firmly repudiate. 

Whilst on the subject of the certificates being sent by post with 
the circular alluded to, we fail to understand why this course should 
have been adopted at all. Sending important deeds and certificates 
by post (not even pr a ge seems to us far less safe and satisfactory 

the system adopted by the Middlesex Registry of issuing a 
ticket for the documents, and requiring you to call for them, return 
the ticket, and sign the books as having received the documents when 

hand them out to you. 

is has always worked well; but we believe the Land Registry 
will not even give you the option of calling for them. 

PEzARD & Son. 

23, Budge-row, Cannon-street, E.C., Nov. 19. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Are not Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co. raising a question 
which has no substance when they suggest that the form of receipt 
sent out by the Land Registry with documents, when signed, carries 
any responsibility as to the correctness of the land certificate ? 

Surely it is quite clear that it is the receipt, and not the land 
certificate, which is to be found correct. 

Whether a solicitor who receives a land certificate from the Land 
ee is under any responsibility to see to its correctness is quite a 

i t matter, but signing the receipt implies nothiog more than 
it correctly states the documents received. Joun R, ADAMs. 

66, Cannon-street, London, E.C,, Nov. 20, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—With reference to the opunrentens between Messrs. 
Rubinstein, & Co. and the Land Registry appearing in your 

issue of the 16th instant, it seems to have been assumed, both in the 
editorial note on p. 42, and igang Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co., 
that the receipt asked for by the Land istry has a wider scope 
than can properly be attributed toit. If the wording of the receipt 


is accurately given in Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co.'s letter, you 
will see that the correctness which the solicitor is required to admit 
is not that of the documents forwarded, but of the form of the 
receipt itself, and I submit that all the solicitor has to do is te satisfy 
himself that the r accurately enumerates the documents sent. 
22, College-hill, E.C., Nov. 18, T, Jevreny MoKexz, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—Referring to the correspondence with the registry published 
in the current number of your journal, have not Messrs. Leg 
Rubinstein, & Co. been unduly anxious as to the responsibility they 
might incur in signing the receipts for documents received from the 
Land Registry ? 

The wording of the covering letter appears to be perfectly plain; 
‘I beg to forward herewith the documents mentioned in the enclosed 
form ef receipt, which if you find it correct, you will please be good 
enough to sign, date, and return.” ba: 

Surely it is the receipt (not the documents mentioned in it) that ig 
to be found correct. Reading the covering letter in this way, one ix 
not surprised at the attitude taken up by the registry officials in the 
letters you publish. Francis R. BERGH, 

13, Walbrook, London, E.C., Nov. 19. 

[Our three last correspondents appear to have overlooked the reply 
of the registrar to Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Oo.’s letter, which 
says that ‘I have nothing to add to the letters of the assistant 
registrars, which were merely intended to prevent (at the commence- 
ment of a practice which you appear to intend to continue) your 
inferring from silence that your views were accepted.”” Hence the regis- 
trar does not accept the view of Messrs. Leggatt, Rubenstein, & Co,, 
that ‘‘ the responsibility for the correctness of the certificates rests 
with the registry.”” Is not this sufficient ground for their stamping 
the receipts with the note ?—EDb. S.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


FIELD (Applicant) ». LONGDON & SONS (Respondents). 
14th and 15th Nov. 


Master anp Servanr—Liasmiry or Emptorver tro WorkMAN FOK 
Insunres—QuesTion as TO LIABILITY—ARBITRATION—JURISDICTION OF 
ARBITRATOR —WoRKMEN’S Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 
s. 1, SUB-SECTION 3, 


Appeal by the respondents from an award of the judge of the Shefiield 
County Oourt in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. The applicant, a bricklayer’s labourer,. employed by the 
respondents, was, on the 20th of October, 1900, injured by an accident 
in the course of his employment. At the time of the accident 
the applicant’s average weekly earnings were thirty shillings. From 
two weeks after the accident until the 10th of April, 1901, the 
respondents made weekly payments of fifteen shillings to the appli- 
cant. A few days after the latter date the applicant claimed com- 
pensation, mentioning a lump sum, but this the respondents refused, 
stating that they were paying him the full weekly allowance and would 
continue to do so during his incapacity. After a medical examination of 
the applicant on behalf of the respondents, the latter offered the applicanta 
different lump sum which he refused to accept. On the 25th of April, 1901, 
the applicant filed a request for arbitration, claiming fifteen shillings a week 
during incapacity. At the hearing it was proved that there had been no 
agreement to settle by the payment of a lump sum or otherwise, that the 
respondents had neither disputed their liability nor admitted it, and that 
they had paid the applicant fifteen shillings a week from a fortnight after 
the accident until tne 10th of April, 1901, and they, therefore, contended 
that there was no question to arbitrate upon. The learned county court 
judge held that the applicant was entitled to be awarded a weekly payment 
of tifteen shillings during his incapacity. From this decision the 
respondents now appealed on the ground that the county court judge had 
no jurisdiction to make the award—firstly, becausc no question had arisen 
between the parties within the meaning of section 1, sub-section 3, of the 
Act; secondly, because if any question had arisen, it had been settled by 
agreement. The above sub-section provides that: ‘‘ If any question arisesin 
any proceedings under this Actas to the liability to pay compensation under 

Act (including any question as to whether the employment is one to 
which this Act applies), or as to the amount or duration of compensation 
under this Act, the question, if not settled by agreement, shall, subject to 
the provisions of the first schedule to this Act, be settled by arbitration in 
accordance with the second schedule to this Act. 

Tux Court (Coriins, M.R., and Srimume and Maruew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Cotiivs, M.R., in giving judgment, said that the proper construction 
of section 1, sub-section 3 was that, in order to found the jurisdiction of 
the arbitrator, it was necessary that some question as to liability to pay 
compensation, or as to the amount of compensation, or the duration there- 
of, snould have arisen between the parties. It was essential that there bea 
question in dispute, and even if there be such a question and it be settled 
by agreement, the arbitrator’s jurisdiction is ousted. In this case n0 
such questions had arisen between the parties, for the applicant had 
received all he was entitled to under the Act. Therefore there was nd 
question in dispute. ‘The mere fact of serving a notice for arbitration did 
not create a question in dispute. 

Srretnc and Marnew, LJJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect. Appeal allowed.—CounseL, Manisty, K.0., and H. W. W. 
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O'KEEFE v. LOVATT. No. 1. 138th Nov. 


Master AND Szrvant—Oomrensation ror Accipenr—Dzatu or WoRKMAN 
Arrsn Awarp—Ricut or Dzrznpants to Oxam ComPensaTION— 
Worxkmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, s. 7; Scugpuzez I. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the deputy-judge of the Marylebone 
County Oourt in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. The accident happened on the let of February, 1899. The injured 
workman claimed compensation, and an award was made in his favour on 
the 28th of September, 1899, for a weekly payment of 15s. The employers 
duly paid him that sum weekly until his death, which happened on the 
12th of October, 1900. The total sum he had then received was £64 10s. 
On the 8th of February, 1901, a claim was made by his mother and step- 
father, as his ee for an amount of compeneation equal to his 
earnings during the three years before the ero credit for the 
sum of £6410s. The deputy-judge held that he no jurisdiction to 
entertain the application of the dependants for compensation. The appli- 
cants appealed. 

Tue Court (Oottins, M.R, and Srimimnc and Marnew, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal, holding that there was jurisdiction to entertain the 
application, notwithstanding the previous award obtaimed by the work- 
man.—CounseL, Ruegg, K.O., and W. M. Thompson ; F. Low. Soxicrrors, 
Buchanan §& Hurd ; Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, § Quincey. 


{Reported by F. G. Ricker, Barrister-at-Law.1 


WATTERS v. CLOVER, CLAYTON, & CO. No. 1. 14th Nov. 


Master AND SeRrvANT—CoMPENSATION FoR AccIDENT—AmounT oF Com- 
PENSATION™AVERAGE WEBKLY EARNINGS—WORKMEN’S OOMPENSATION 
Act, 1897, Scuepue I, 


This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Birkenhead 
County Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. The question was as to the right method of calculating the average 
weekly earnings of the injured workman. He was engaged to work in 
the employers’ shipbuilding yard on Wednesday, the 12th of December, 
1900, and was to receive 7s. for a day’s work. He worked again on 
Thursday, the 13th, for the same sum, and on Saturday, the 15th, he 
received 14s. He alsv worked on Friday, the 14th, Saturday, the 15th, 
Monday, the 17th, and Tuesday, the 18th. For the work he did on those 
four days he received £1 18s. 6d. The accident wages on the 18th. 
The working week at the employers’ yard began on Friday morning and 
ended on Thursday night, Saturday being pay-day. The county court 
judge held that the workman’s average weekly earnings were the total of 
the two sums which he received—viz., £2 12s. 6d., and he made an award 
for a weekly payment of £1, the maximum sum allowed by the Act. The 
employers appealed, and contended that, as the wages received by the 


workman were earned by him in two —— according to the 


practice of the yard, the total sum ought to divided by two, which 
would make his average weekly earnings £1 6s. 3d., and that an award 
ought not to have been made for a weekly psyment of more than half that 
sum—viz., 13s, 1}d. 

i — (Cottrns, M.R., and Stretrnc and Maruew, L.JJ.) diemissed 

e appeal. 

Co.tins, M.R., said that on the evidence the county court judge was 
justified in holding that there was a presumption that the employment 
would continue long enough for an average ot two weeks’ earnings to be 
taken, and on that presumption he was right in treating the amount 
earned by the workman on six consecutive days as a fair sample of his 
weekly earnings. This was in accordance with the interpretation put upon 
the Act by the House of Lords in Lysons v. Andrew Knowles § Sons (1901, 
A.C. 79). The present case came within the recent decision of Ayres v. 
Buckeridge and Wheate v. Rhymney Iron Co. (ante, p. 48). In the latter of 
those two cases the consecutive days were in two calendar weeks, here 
they were in two trade weeks. He thought that in either case, on the 
presumption that the employment was continuing, it was right to treat 
the a consecutive days as one work, and not to divide them into two 
weeks, 

Srmuinc and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsxn, C. A. Russell, K.C., 
and F. Cuthbert Smith; Bray, K.O., and Lord. Soxrcrrons, R. J. Clarke, 
Liverpool ; H. F. Neale, Liverpool. 


(Reported by F. G. Ricker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BARTELL v. GRAY & CO. No. 1. 19th Nov. 


ai InsunrEs — 
Facrory ’—** Unpsrtakers ’—Suir in Dock Bemnc Parmren — 

Contractor Havina “ Actua, Use’? or Sair—Facrory anp Work- 

sHor Act, 1895, s. 23—Worxmen’s Comrznsation Act, 1897, s. 7. 


Appeal from an award of the judge of the Bow County Court under 
the Workmen’s Compensation “Act, 1897. The applicant for com- 
ice was a ship painter, and was in the employment of Gra 

Oo. The steamship JZongariro, belonging to the New Zealan 
Shipping Oo., was lying at a wharf in the Royal Albert Docks and 
Was being fitted up as a transport. Gray & Oo., who were contractors 
for the line for painting and p!umbing, contracted to do the painting 
and plumbing work in the ship, and they sent their men with the materials 
tothe dock to do the work on board the ship. They did not hire any part 
of the dock for this purpose, It was stated in evidence that the shippin 
company were in charge of the ship with part of the crew on bead a | 
that Gray & Oo. were in possession of the ship as far as was necessary for 
the work to be done. ‘The applicant was injured by an accident while 

ting the booby hatch. The ry! court judge made an award in 
vour of the applicant for 17s. 6d. a week. The employers appealed, and 





contended that the ship was not a “‘ factory,” and that, as they had not 
the general control of the ship, the shipowners being in possession by their 
crew, they had not ‘‘the actual use or occupation’”’ of the ship, and 
therefore not of a dock within section 23 of the Factory and Workshop 
Act, 1895, and accordingly were not the occupiers of a factory within 
eection 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and were not 
** undertakers.” 

Tue Court (Cottis, M.B., and S1ratrnc and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R., said that the question was, whether there was any 
evidence upon which the county court judge could find that the applicant 
was injured while at work in a ‘‘ factory,’’ and that the employers were 
the “‘ undertakers ”’ in respect of that factory. In his the ship 
being in the dock, the applicant was employed m a “‘factory.”” There 
was evidence that the ——- a the — use of the ship for = 
purpose of carrying on their work o ting. It was not necessary 
the use of the ship should be pote sg The ship was handed over to the 
employers for a certain purpose, which was not inconsistent with its use 
for other purposes. The employers, therefore, were the ‘‘ undertakers,” 
and were liable to pay compensation. 

Srrrtixc and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counser, Arthur Powell ; 
Ruegg, K.C., and Chester Jones. Soxicrrons, W. Hurd & Son ; Shaen, Roscoe, 
Massey, § Co. 

[Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ELLIS v. CORY & SON. No.1. 7th Nov. 


Mastek AND SeRvANT—ComPENSATION FoR AccrIDENTAL InJURIES— 
‘¢ Warr ”’—Ftoatinc Srrucrurg not ConNECTED WITH THE Lanp— 
Factory anp WorksHor Act, 1895, s. 23—Workmen’s ComMPENSATION 
Act, 1897, s. 7. 

Appeal from an award of the judge of the Woolwich County Court 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant for com- 
pensation was a workman who at the time of the accident was employed 
in the hold of the steamship Harberton, which was lying alongside a 
structure in the Thames called Atlas No. 3. The sole question was 
whether the structure was a ‘‘ w! ’? within the meaning of section 23 of 
the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, and therefore a ‘* factory’’ within 
section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The structure was 
moored in the Thames off Charlton, 500 feet from the south shore and 350 
yards from the north shore. It was moored by chains fastened to piles driven 
into the bed of theriver. It was 500 feet long, forty-five feet wide, and had a 
draught of six feet six inches, and was six feet above water level, It had 
nine hydraulic cranes with grabs attached. The grabs descended into the 
hold of the coal steamer, and took automatically a ton and a half of coal. 
The hydraulic crane lifted it up and turned it round into a hopper where it 
was automatically weighed, and then passed it through a shoot into a 
barge lying on the other side of the structure. There was a blacksmith’s 
shop, a carpenter’s shop, and a plant for generating electricity on the 
structure, and a coffee shop for the men. ‘There was no connection or 
communication with the shore except by boats. It was so moored and 
stationed under the licence of Thames Saran ony At the time of the 
accident the ship was lying on the stream or river side of the structure. 
The applicant’s duty was soto place the coal that the grab might the 
better get hold of it. While he was stooping, the grab came down and 
struck him on the head and injured him, The county court judge held 
that the structure was not a ‘‘ wharf,” and made an award in favour of the 
employers. The employers appeared, and contended that a “‘ wharf’’ 
meant a structure connected witn the land. 

Tue Cover (Conums, M.R., and Straiinc and Maruew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Coxtiins, M.R., said that the structure certainly fulfilled some of the 
primary tunctions of a wharf. It was used asa place for loading and un- 
loading ships. Admittedly it was such a struc:ure as, 1f it were capable of 
being reached by a gangway from the shore, would be a wharf. 
It was said that it was so fer out in the water that it did not come within 
the ordinary and natural meaning of the word wharf. The structure was 
used as a wharf, and it was found so convenient as a wharf that it was 
substituted for a wharf attached to the land. The wharf was brought to 
the ship, instead of the ship to the wharf. In his lordship’s opinion it 
would be taking too narrow a view of the word to hold that this structure 
was not a “‘ wharf’’ within the meaning of the Act. 

Srrauixe and Marsew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counssi, Ruegg, K.C., and 
W. M. Thompson ; J.B. Bankes, K.C., and H. Nield. Soxictrors, Buchanan, 
$ Hurd ; Deacon, Gibson, Medcalf, $ Marriott. 

[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


LISLE » REEVE. No. 2. 14th Nov, 


Moxrrcacs—Repemprion—Oncs a Monrtroace Autways A Morreacs— 
Sunszavent AGREEMENT—OptTioN TO Mortcacse tro Enrer stro 
PARTNERSHIP WITH THE Mortreacor vron Terms Arrectine Tar Morr- 
GaGED Prorerry—Exsxciss or Option. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
188). By an agreement dated the 23rd of April, 1896, the plaintiffs 
agreed to lend the defendant £3,000 and such further sums not 
exceeding £2,000 as the defendant should require, and these sums 
were to be a first mortgage on the defendant’s steamship Zhe Norfolk. 
The money was not to be called in or for two years, and 
the plaintiffs might at any time within the two years elect to enter 
_ pomomnany voy ve bg ay u .. the terms of their 

the mortgage debt an er property becoming 
partnerehip assets. On the 4th of July, 1896, the defendant executed to 
the plaintiffs a statutory mortgage of The Norfolk to secure an account 
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current, the particulars of which were therein stated to be described in a 
receipt and ugreement of even date. No date for payment was named in 
the mortgage. The receipt and ent were introduced by reference. 
The receipt referred to was not of even date but was dated the 16th of 
July, 1896. The receipt shewed that £3,783 was the amount then in fact 
secured by the mortgage and named the 4th of July, 1898, as the date of 
repayment. There was also a deed of the 4th of July, 1896, whereby, 
after reciting that the defendant had applied to the plaintiffs for £5,000 to 
be secured on Zhe Norfolk and her freight and insurances, and that the 
defendant had by a deed-poll of even date mortgaged the ship, it 
was witnessed that the mortgagor assigned to the mortgagees 
all charter-parties, bills of lading, and documents under which 
freight might be earned, and all policies of insurance of the 
ship by way of security, and he covenanted for payment of the 
£5,000 on demand. On the 23rd of April, 1898, the two years 
within which the plaintiffs were under the agreement of the 23rd of April, 
1896, entitled to elect to enter into partnership with the defendant 
expired. They had not elected to enter into hip. The whole sum 
of £5,000 had been advanced, but no part of it had been repaid. In this 
state of facts further transactions took place between the parties. By an 
indenture of the 27th of June, 1898, the defendant mortgaged to the plaintiffs 
certain wharves at Norwich and Great Yarmovth as further security for 
£2,000, part of the above-mentioned sum of £5,000. On the same 27th of 
June, 1898, the defendant executed to the plaintiffs a mortgage of a policy 
of assurance for £3,000 by way of security to them against a guarantee 
which they had given to the defendant’s bankers for a sum of £1,000, part 
of the defendant’s overdraft. In this state of things the instrument was 
executed upon which the contention in this case arose. It was an agree- 
ment dated the 9th of July, 1898, and made between the plaintiffs of the 
one part and the defendant of the other part. It recited the 
ment of 1896, that the plaintiffs had not elected to enter into partnership, 
that the plaintiffs had applied for and the defendant was unable 
to pay the £5,000, and had requested the plaintiffs to ex‘end the 
term of two years for a further poriod of five years; and it was there- 
by agreed (1) that the plaintiffs might, within five years, elect to enter into 
ip with the defendant; (2) that the defendants should, in that 
case, release the defendant from the payment of the £5,000, and transfer 
the mortgaged property for the purposes of the par'nership; (3) that the 
capital of the partnership property should belong to the defendant and 
plaintiffs in equal shares. On the 24th of February, 1900, the plaintiffs 
exercised the option reserved to them by the agreement of the 9th of July, 
1898, and elected to enter into partnership with the defendant. The 
defendant, however, refused to enter into partnership. The plaintiffs then 
bi ht the present action for specific performance of the agreement of the 
9th of July, 1898, or, alternatively, for damages for the breach of it, and in 
the latter case for payment also of the £5,000 and interest, and in default 
of payment to have their security enforced by foreclosure or sale. 
The defendant by his defence pleaded that the effect of the agreement of 
the 9th of July, 1898, taken with the other securities, was to render the 
property comprised in the latter irredeemable and was an illegal clog on the 
uity of redemption. Buckley, J., held that the agreement of the 9th of 
uly, 1898, extended the period of the loan for a further five years and 
that the first mortgage of the 27th of June, 1898, and this agreement of 
the 9th of July, 1898, were in reality part of one transaction. His lord- 
ship then held that the agreement amounted in law to a conditional sale 
of the property ; that the condition was valid; and, on the condition being 
satisfied, the purchare took effect, the doctrine of equity as to clogging an 
equity of redemption not having any application in such a case. Tae 
defendant ed 
Tue Covrt 


ey 


(Vavcuax Wiu1ams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ.) 


dismissed the appeal. 
Vavonan Wits, L.J.—It is not disputed that a mortgagee can enter 
into an t to purchase from his mortgagor his equity of redemp- 


tion. The only objection to such a purchase is that it must not be part 
and parcel of the original wag ys transaction or bargain. The mortgagee 
the moment when lends his money and takes his security 
enter into an agreement that the mortgagor shall bave no right to redeem. 
-» has come to the conclusion that the mortgage of the 27th 
of June the transaction of the 9th of July, 1898, were really one and 
transaction. It is common ground that there is no evidence of 
except the documents themselves, and in these Cocuments there is 
shew eee artes aan co oe ye poe at the 
agreemen une or was parce agreement 
am, therefore, of opinion that the view of Buckiey, J,, that the two agree- 
one transaction cannot be su’ le aan 5 Deceennans of 
as separate from, ependent of, the ent of 
nothing to be said against it. it ts in sesllty 0 Puvchase of 
into the partnership and to buy the equity of redemp- 
partnership property, I only wish to add that I do uot 
the observations of Buckley, J., about the time at which 
ized. [His lordship then read from 
-R, at p. 191): ‘Now the equity of 
le terms. a 


o o « One e 
y”’ and continued:] I can only say, speaking for 
not accept that proporition. It is not necessary for the 
— = I need only say that I do not 
on 
case turns entirely on the agreement of the 
alleged that that agreement is unconscionable 
is, whether there is any principle or rule of law 
agreement from being enforced. In my view 
— do not apply. 
9th of July stood to 


a 


is not 


relied on for the 
that the parties to the agreement of 











each other in the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee does not prevent ity 





being enforced if there is no legal objection to it. The transaction ng 
being impeached as unconscionable or unfair, there is no reason why @ 
agreement which is, on the face of it, fair should be set aside. I wil] 
only add that in affirming the decision I must not be taken as affi 
everything which has been said by the learned judge in the court below, 
Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I agree. I desire to adopt what was said 
Kindersley, V.C., in Gossip v. Wright (11 W. R. 648). Applying tha 
principle, and in the absence of a particle of either allegation or evideng 
to shew that the agreements of the 27th of June and the 9th ef July wey 
parts of the same trausaction, it seems to me that the latter agreement wa 
simply a transaction subsequent to, and not forming part of, the mortgag, 
transaction. I may add that if I had come to the conclusion that the two 
agreements formed one trancaction, I should not have been able to adopt 
the view expressed by Buckley, J —Counset, Warmington, K.O, and 
Martelli; Astbury, K.C., and 2. J. Parker. Soutcrrors, Cattarns ¢ 
Vesian ; Rowcliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Appleby, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
[Reported by J. I. Srietina, Barrister-at-L.w. | 


Re DUNN. Ex parte THE SENIOR OFFICIAL RECEIVER. No. 2, 
15th Nov. 


Banxrvuprcy—Report or Orrictat RecetvER—CoNSIDERATION BY TH 
Court —Orrgnce UNDER THE Desrors Act, 1869—OrpzEr To Proszcum 
THE Drestor—Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 164. 


This was an appeal against the refusal by Mr. Registrar Hope of a 
application by the official receiver that the court would consider his 
report made in the bankruptcy of one D. and make such order as ty 
the prosecution of the bankrupt or otherwise as the court might think 
fit. The report stated that in the opinion of the official receiver the 
bankrupt been guilty of offences under the Act, but it did not tay 
whether in the opinion of the official receiver there was a reasonable 
probability of the bankrupt being convicted if he were prosecuted, nor 
whether in the opinion of the official receiver it was desirable that the 
bankrupt should be prosecuted. Nor did the official receiver ask the court 
to direct a prosecution. In those circumstances the learaed registrar made 
an order ing to take into consideration the report of the official 
receiver with a view t> making any order for the prosecution of the 
bankrupt or otherwise, there not being a specific application before the 
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court for an order to prosecute, but without prejudice to any application Baru: 
by the official receiver, if so advised, for an order to prosecute the Coun 
bankrupt. The eenior official receiver, at the instance of the Board of In tl 
Trade, appealed. It was admitted on the appeal that it had been th @® The tri 
practice of the bankruptcy registrars to make such orders as that which | 
made in the present case, but it was contended that the practice wa My tazing- 
wrong. He had. 
Tue Covrr (VavucHan Wituiams, Romer, and Oozens-Harpy, LJJ)) of the ¥ 
allowed the appeal. They said that, no doubt, if a report was made by th Mm review, 
official receiver that the bankrupt had been guilty of offences under th @% was urg 
Act the court must consider whether there was a reasonable probabilityd # “if the 
the bankrupt being convicted, and if the court arrived at the conclusion @% the first 
that there was such a probability it must order the bankrupt to b— days mc 
prosecuted. That being so a question had arisen as to the practice. Kg allow fc 
was said that, according to the pai the report was not considered 
filed unless and until the official receiver applied for an order directings it b 
prorecution. If that were s» their lordships agreed that the report ought C) 
to be filed. But the practice had been to do nothing upon the report @™ third fe 
unless the official receiver asked for a prosecution. It was contended tht MR ¢ Co. (41 
the official receiver was entitled to apply to the court for its direction, @% refreshe: 
and if he could not come toaconclusion whether there ought to bea—m therefor 
prosecution, it was still the duty of the court to determine, on his applics MM allowed 
tion for directions, whether or not the bankrupt ought to be prosecutel @% trial, wh 
But although it was the duty of the court to consider the report, no dul been ear 
was imposed u it to do this at any particular time. It could do thi Joxce, 
when it pl , and if it chose, could decline to give any directions what mat 
ever. The order which the registrar had made was not in the right form 
He ought not to have declined to consider the report, but having looked# the taxir 
it he might have declined to give any decision as to a prosecution fort other su 
present. It was not necessary to say more upon this, which was alé must be 
parte appeal. The official receiver could go back to the registrar and si Oounszt, 
him to consider the report and to give directions, and the registrara@—™ Soxicrro: 
looking at the report could consider whether there ought to be a prose 
tion or he could give no directions at all.—Oounset, Sir R. B. Finlay, 
A.G., H. Sutton, and Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrron, Solicitor to the Boardd 
Trade. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wittiams, Barrister-at- Law.) 
Re A DEBTOR. Ex parte THE PETITIONING CREDITORS. No. 2, 
15th Nov. Drvoace- 
Bankevurrcy Perition—Proor or Acts or Banxrurroy—Paopucrion Turov 
THE Denstor’s Booxs—Pxractice. Exrnc 
This was an appeal against the decision of Mr. Registrar Brougham, This 5 
raised a question of bankruptcy procedure. . Upon the hearing Constanc 
bankruptcy petition the petitioning creditors’ counsel called for the} William 
duction of tae debtor’s books for the purpose of proving the acts of b lath of J 
ruptey which were alleged against him. The registrar held that out in t 
debtor’s books could not be used against him for such a purpose. iP. &] 
petitioning creditors appealed. On the appeal the question was # (1894, P 
ar.sued, though it did not actually arise for decision, whether upot ¥. Wigney 
hearing of a bankruptcy petition the debtor could be compelled # Barnz 
examined in support of the petition. Whether | 
Tux Oovnr (Vavouan Wiiiiams, Romen, and Oosuns-Hanvy, Lv of the res 
allowed the appeal. On the 1: 
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ouan Wiit1aMs, L.J., said that no doubt for along period it had 
sox the practice in bankruptcy not to allow a peti 
the debtor in support of a petition adverse to him. 
necessary to go into that question on the present occasion as it was not the 
of the appeal that the registrar had not allowed the debtor to be 
But his lordshi 


words on the point. 


t might not be 


thought it better that he should say a few 
e mere fact that this had been the practice of 
the Bankruptcy Oourt was not sufficient to make it right that the court 
should exclude this evidence unless it could recognize the principle of the 
tice was not founded on the old rule which excluded 
terested persons. The reason for the practice was that 
ings were at one time regarded as in the nature of 
and in a common law court you could not call a 
. This was not always the rule, but had 
gradually evolved by the judges on the ground that it would not 
further the interests of justice to allow an accused person to be called as a 
witness against himself. The principle was now recognized by statute, 
m could now give evidence, he could not be 
compelled to go into the box. The bankruptcy practice may have been a 
very wholesome one, but it was difficult to eay that bankruptcy proceed- 
ings were of a criminal nature now that a debtor could present a petition 
ractice therefore must now be altered. 


for though an accused 


himself. The bankruptcy 

re tothe debtor’s 

face evidence against him and must be 

production was immaterial, but obviously they might be very material 

evidence as to the alleged acts of bankruptcy. The petition must go back 

r.—CounseL, H, Reed, K.0., and Carrington ; Muir Mackensic. 
Soutcrrors, Michael Abrahams ¢ Co. ; Osborn § Osborn. 


[Reported by 8. E, Wii114Ms, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
DUNNING v. GROSVENOR DAIRIES (LIM.). Joyce, J. 
2nd and 9th Nov. 


TaxaTIOn—OounsEL’s Frrs—RerresHers—Cuiear Day or Five Hovrs— 
Sarurpays—Frz ror Serriinc EnporsemMent oF THE Writ—TuxIRD 
Counsexr—R. 8. OC. LXVI, 27 (48). 

In this action judgment had been 
trial had on a Friday, an 


laintiff with costs. 
nine days, two of 
On the costs coming up for taxation, the 
taxing-master had allowed refresher fees for counsel for eight days. 
He had, however, disallowed a fee to counsel for settling the endorsement 
of the writ, and also fees for a third counsel. These items now came up for 
review, both sides having taken out summonses. For the defendants it 
s refresher fees the.words in ord. 66, r, 27 (48), 
over more than one day or shall occupy either on 
tly on the first and partly on a subsequent day or 
ours without being concluded, i 
allow for every clear day subsequent to that on which the five hours 
” meant that if a trial lasted longer than five hours arefresher fee 

t be allowed, but that it must last another five hours before a second 
tefresher fee became payable, and it must last another five hours before a 
third fee was payable, and so on. Je O'Hara, Mathewes § Co. v. Elliot 
¢ Co. (41 W. R. 248; 1893, 1 Q. B. 362) had only settled when the first 
tefresher fee was payable, and did not deal with subsequent ones; 
therefore, the taxing-master in allowing 
allowed them erroneously for days of less than five hours, and that in this 
trial, which lasted for less than forty hours, 
been earned, and that one o 


which had been Saturdays. 


was urged 
“if the trial shall 
the first day only or 


these fees for Saturday 
ht refresher fees had not 


Joycs, J., held that, though the taxing-master had not been illiberal in 
the matter of refreshers, the theory suggested by the couneel for the 
defendants was a novel one, and that the construction put on the rule by 
the taxing-master was that which had been previously followed. On the 
other summons the counsel’s fee for settling the endorsement of the writ 
must be allowed, but the fees for third counsel must be disallowed.— 
OounseL, Butcher, K.C., and Sargant ; 0. E. B. Jenkins, K.0., and Napier. 
Souicrrors, Burchell, Wilde, § Co. ; H. 8. Bridge, 


[Reported by C. W. Muap, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ht to be disallowe 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
BLOOD v. BLOOD. Barnes, J. 


Divonce—Vaniation ov SxrrLements—Responpant’s Interest Driven 
Turoven Ouitp or THE Marriacs UNDER ANTE-NUPTIAL SETTLEMENT 
Extinguisazp—Sxorton 5 Matrimontat Causes Act, 1859. 


January, 1901, the decree was made absolute. On the 25th of July, 1877, 
an ante-nuptial settlement was executed, the . hee into settle- 
ment property in trust for herself for life, and on death to the 
respondent for life, if he should survive her, with remainder to the children 
of the marriage, with a proviso that if the petitioner should survive the 
peapendeas ane many es ee there should be only one 
c of the marriage, she should be at liberty to appoint a moiety of her 
income of her trust funds to such husband, in the event of survivorship, 
for his life, and a mouety of the trust funds for the children of such second 
iage. There had been only one child of the marriage, who attained 
his majority on the 13th of July, 1899, and who, on the 16th of July, 1900, 
died a or and intestate. He had obtained a vested interest 
in the wife’s fund, and therefore his the respondent, was entitled 
to succeed to his son’s property. res’ t married again, 
and on the 22nd of May, 1901, he executed a settlement dealing with 
the that came to him through his son under the settlement. 
Application has now been made under section 5 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1859 (without entering into the question of the powers 
of the court under section 32 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 18s}, that 
the property should be reconveyed to the wife freed from the h 
interests in it; and, following the case of Meredyth v. Meredyth and Lei 
(1895, P. 92), to accelerate tne wife’s powers under the settlement. 
this it was objected that the court had no power under section 5 of the 
Act of 1859 to do what was asked. That section enacts that ‘‘ The court, 
after a final decree of nullity of marriage or dissolution of marriage, may 
inquire into the existence of ante-nuptial or post-nuptial settlements made 
on the parties whose marriage is the subject of the decree and may make 
such orders with reference to the a m of the whole or a portion of 
the property settled either for the benefit of the children of the pee 
or of their respective parents as to the court shall seem fit.” 
of that section were extremely wide, and the court 
they should not. be narrowed down, for many and various and diverse 
in their circumstances were the cases that had to be decided there- 
under. In the case of Hartopp v. Hartopp and Akhurat (1899, P. 
it was objected that the court had no power to make the order there 
asked for as it would affect the interest of the children under the settle 
ment ; but he (the learned judge) had himself there held that the 
had power under the 5th section, although it was not for the benefit 
ation. Again, in a case just recently decided by the 
held that the court had power to vary a marriage 80 a8 
deprive infant children of the marriage of part of their interests secured 
them by such settlement. He was therefore of opinion that the words 
the eection were wide enough to give the court power to act, although 
was clear that the interests of children might be 
thought that all interests of the husband in the wife’s trust funds should 
be extinguished and that the trustees should reconvey the wife’s trust fund 
freed from the husband’s interests, subject to 7 life interest under 
the settlement and subject to any charges b of 
marriage. The respondent must pay the costs of the petitioner and of 
trustees.—CovunsgL, Priestley and F. Russell ; Inderwick, K.O., and Barnard ; 
Wright. Soxicrrors, Charles Russell ¢ Co. ; Valpy, Peckham, ¢ Chaplin. 


[Reported by Gwruwe-Hatt, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
GEUTEL v. RAPPS. Div. Court. 18th Nov. 


Locat GovserNmMEeNt—Bye-Law—Vatipity—Fotitowmne Byz-taw Hep 
Vatip: ‘No Psgrson sHatt Swear on Use Opscene OR UFPENSIVE 
LaneuaGce wuitst In on Upon any Carriace.”’ 


This was an appeal from a decision of the justices of Bristol by case 
stated, who had dismissed an information under a bye-law made in pureu- 


ance of the Tramways Act, 1870. The t been convicted of 
using offensive language con’ toa bye-law of the Bristol Tramways 
and Uarriage Co. (Limited) that no person shall swear or use 


, 
obscene or offensive language whilst in or any carriage. The justices 
came to the constalen G66 as Ge wale “@ te onan of the 
ers’? were not embodied in Go tyo-tew, ib cheat, enter the 
authority of Strickland v. Hi (1896, 1 Q. B. 290), be held to be 
ultra vires, as the Act of 1870 contained a proviso the bye-laws 
wen ut © be ae SS ee bye- 


ie by Rapps were addressed to the conductor and were heard by 
the latter and did not reach the It was con’ for 

appellant that the statute of 1847 did not cover the same state of facts 
the bye-law, and that the latter was, therefore, not repugnant to the 


that | former. 


This was a motion for variation of settlements. 
ce Blood obtained a dissolution of her marriage with Neptune 

illiam Blood on the ground of his adultery and desertion, and on the 
lth of January, 1901, the decree was made absolute. The facts are fully set 
udgment given below. The cases of Crisp 

, Pocosk ¥. Pocock (18 L, T. N.8. 388), Pollard v. Pollard 

(1804, P. 172), Meredyth v. Meredyth and Leigh (1895, P. 92), Wigney 
¥, Wigney (7 P. D, 282). 

Bannas, J., said that the only question now remaining to be decided was 
er the settlement could be varied by extinguiching all the interests 
dent in the capital and income of the petitioner’s trust funds. 

btained a decree nisi on the 
and desertion, and on the 14th of 


v. Crisp (L. R. 


1%th of June, 1900, the 
@ound of the respondent’s adul: 





Tue Oovrr held that the bye-law was valid and that the justices ought 
to have convicted. 


should be a nuisance in 

Vartine and Cuanneuy, JJ., concurred. Case remitted.—Counsat, 
Maemorran, K.O., and H. H. Gregory ; F. P. M. Sehiller. Sourerrons, Stanley, 
Wasbrough, $ Doggett, Bristol ; Hare $ Co., for B. J. Watson, Bris:ol. 


(Reported by Easxixz Rarp, Barrister-at-Law.) 


(1898, 2 Q. B. 91) recognized the right of “ty —.- 3 to define what 
particular circumstances. 
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GOODRICH v. TOWN CLERK OF GRIMSBY. Div. Court. 11th Nov. 


REGistTRATION—MIspEscRIPTION 1N List—DxcLARATION FOR CORRECTING — 
Power or Revistne BarzisTer To Correct —Szction 24 or PARLIAMENTARY 
anp Municrpat Reotsrration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. oc. 26). 


Registration appeal from a decision of D. Daly, Esq., revising barrister 
for the borough of Great Grimsby, at a court held by him on the 24th of 
September, 1901, when the name of one Robert Mitchell was objected to. 
The name appeared on the overseer’s list of ‘‘ Occupiers,’’ Division I., for 
a “‘dwelling-house”’ at 84, Watkin-street, and the objection was that 
he had not occupied the premises for the full twelve months prior to the 
15th of July last. The objection was held to be good, and the name was 
expunged from the list. A ‘‘statutory declaration for correcting mis- 
description in list,’’ in accordance with Form N under section 24 

-of the Act of 1878, had been duly filed with the town clerk 
prior to the 5th of September, in which the said Mitchell declared 
that he was the person referred to in the occupiers list, as ‘‘ Robert 
Mitchell,’ whose place of abode was described as ‘84, Watkin- 
street ’’; the nature of his qualification, a “dwelling house’’; and the 
description of the qualifying property as ‘84, Watkin-street.”” The 
declaration then went on to state that his correct name and place of abode 
and the correct particulars respecting his qualification were and ought to 
be stated as follows: ‘‘Correct name. Robert Mitchell’’; ‘*‘ Correct 
place of abode. Scartho’’; ‘‘ Correct nature of qualification. Yard and 
- stables’? ; ‘‘ Correct description of qualifying property. Back of 84, 
Watkin-street.”” It was proved that Mitchell had for the whole of 
the twelve months prior to the 15th of July occupied the yard 
and stables mentioned in the declaration adjoining the dwelling- 
house in question, which yard and stables were of requisite value, 
and it was submitted that the revising barrister ought to correct 
the list according to the suggested amendment in the declaration 
and substitute ‘‘yard and stables’’ for the former qualification of 
“‘dwelling-house.’’ The revising barrister said that he failed to see, in 
the circumstances of the case, that the declaration could be treated as the 
correction of a ‘* misdescription,”’ or that it dispensed with the necessity for 
a formal claim with its incidents of timely notices to overseer, publication, 
and possible challenge. He accordingiy held the declaration to be 
i nt, refused to accept it as a correction of the former qualification, 
and expunged the name of Robert Mitchell from the list of occupation 
voters. Un behalf of the applicant it was now contended that such 
decision was wrong, and the following cases were referred to: Foskett v. 
Kaufman (34 W. K. 90,16 Q. B. D. 279), Plant v. Potts (1891, 1 Q. B. 256), 
and Lord v. Fox (1892, 1 Q. B. 199). 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstonez, C.J., and Dartine and CHANNELL, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. They held that it was decided that the effect of 
section 24 was to give the revising barrister power to make corrections he 
could not otherwise make. The court was bound by the decision in 
Foskett v. Kaufman. A allowed with costs.—OounsgL, Perceval Hughes. 
Souicrrors, Routh, Stacey, ¢ Castle, for Henry Thompson § Sons, Grantham. 

[Reported by E. G. St1utwe1, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HALL v. MICHELMORE. Div. Court. 11th Nov. 


RgGIsTRATION — FrancuisE—HovuseHotp —Innanrrant Occupier as OWNER 
on Tenant—Wire Owner or Hovse—Hvusspanp Breapwinner—30 & 
31 Vicr. c, 102, s. 3. 

Appeal by stated case from the decision of OC. A. 8. Garland, Esq., 
revising barrister for the Torquay division of the county of Devon. Tne 
appellant resided with his wife in a house of which the latter was the sole 
and separate owner, the wife’s name appearing on the rate-book as the 
owner, the appellant’s name as the occupier of the said house. The 
appellant was the breadwinner, the furniture im the house belonged to 
him, the rates and all the expenses of maintaining the house and 
household were paid by him, the wife having no means of support save 
and except the value of her ownership in the house. No agreement of 
tenancy had been entered into between the appellant and his wife, nor had 
any rent at any time been paid by him to her in respect of the premises, 
The revising barrister decided that upon the above facts there was no 
evidence that the appellant occupied the qualifying premises as owner or 
tenant, and that therefore he was not entitled to remain upon the register 

' in respect of the qualification of inhabitant occupier of a dwelling-house 
and he expunged the name of the appellant. The question in this case 
arose under section 3 of the Representation of the Pevple Act, 1867 (30 & 

81 Vict. c. 102). For the appellant it was contended that from the facts 

it must be implied that he was a tenant and that it was not necessary to 

have apy formal tenancy or agreement and that a tenancy at will would 

suffice. This case differed from Loveridge v. Gardom (Smith Reg. Cas., vol. 1, 

186). 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atvensronz, O.J.,and Dantinc and CuHAnneLL, JJ.), 
in dismissing the appeal, said they could not reverse the decision of the 
revising barrister. Loveridge v. Gardom it was held that where there 


was no evidence that the claimant occupied as owner or tenant he was not 


entitled toa vote. In the present case the appellant was not the owner, 
and it was impossible to say that there was any evidence that he was a 
tenant so as to entitle him to have his name retained on the register. The 
decision of the revising barrister was right. Appeal dismissed.—Covnse1, 
Perceval Hughes. Sorscrrons, Brooks, Jenkins, $ Uo. 

[Reported by E. G. Stitt wet, Barrister-at-Law. | 


QUEEN ANNE RESIDENTIAL MANSIONS AND HOTEL CO. +. MAYOR 
OF WESTMINSTER. Div. Court. %th Nov. 


Merxorouis—Puviic Heattu—Smoxe Issurso From Curmery in Sucu 
Quantities ss to Bez a Nuvuisance—Biock or Kestpentia, Fiatrs— 
Pupusc Hearrn (Loxvon) Act, 1891, s. 24. 





— 


Appeal against a conviction under the Pablic Health (London) 
1891, for wiully permitting to be sent forth black smoke from Q 
Anne Mansions in such quantities as to be a nuisance. Three summg 
were issued for separate alleged violations of the Act. The building 
sisted of 300 sets of residential chambers, none of which were proy 
with a chimney, there being a general kitchen, in which all the cooking 
done for the residents. There was a general dining-room, in which 
residents might have their meals instead ofin their rooms. In the bas 
there were five boilers, used for generating steam, for cooking in the kit 
for warming the building, for generating electricity, for lighting, and 
for the laundry. The boilers were connected with a chimney 163 feet 
On behalf of the appellants it was contended that no offence had 
committed under the 24th section of the Act, the chimney 
chimney of a private dwelling-house. Every reasonable precaution 
been taken, they said, to prevent any black smoke being emitted, but 
the repondents said, formed no defence to their action. The magisty 
held as a mixed question of law and fact that the chimney was not{ 
chimney of a private dwelling, and he ordered the appellants to pay a 
of £5 and £5 5s. costs on the first summons, and a fine of 10s. on each 
the other two summonees, and the question for the court was whether} 
decision was correct in law. 

Tue Court, without hearing counsel for the respondents, dismissed { 
appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, O.J., said he expressed no opinion whether section 
of the Act did not apply to the chimney of a private house because he g 
no reason for regarding Queen Anne Mansions in the light of a p 
dwelling-house at all. In his opinion it was a large trade establis hm 
and therefore the decision of the magistrate was right. 

Daguine and Cuannz1t, JJ., concurred.—Counset, 2. Cunningham Gla 
Travers Humphreys. Souacrrors, Lee ¢ Pemberton ; Solicitor to the Corporati 


[Reported by Exsxine Rup, Barrister-at-Law. | 


JONES v. HUMPHREY. Div. Court. 10th Nov. 


Assignment or Desnt—Monezys to Bscoms Due—SaLtany—Unascerram 
Amount—JupicaturE Act, 1873 (86 & 37 Vict. c. 66), 8. 25, 
SECTION 6. 

Appeal by plaintiff from a decision by Lumley Smith, K.C., co 
court judge, sitting at Westminster. The action was remitted from 
High Court, and the claim of the plaintiff, a money-lender, was for the 
of £24 due to him from the defendant, a schoolmaster, as the assignee of 
James Kerr, who by an assignment in writing, dated the 24th of & 
1900, for the consideration therein mentioned, thereby assigned, sold, 
transferred (inter alia) to the plaintiff ‘‘so much and part of” 
** jiacome, salary, and other emoluments from ’’ the defendant, in 
service he was as an assistant schoolmaster, as should *‘ be necessary 
requisite for payment’’ to the plaintiff ‘‘of the sum of £22 } 
or any further sum,’’ in which he might thereafter become indel 
to the plaintiff. Notice of the assignment was duly given by 
plaintiff to the defendant on the 30th of October, 1900, 
which date the said sum and upwards was alleged to have accrued 
from the defendant to the said James Kerr for salary earned, and that ti 
said James Kerr, at the date of the writ, was indebted to the plaintiff! 
the sum of £28 0s. 6d, Kerr was not a party to the action. 3 
county court judge was of opinion that under the assignment the defe 
aut could not, without taking the account between Kerr and the plaint 
know for certain what was assigned and how much he ought to pay to 
plaintiff and how much to Kerr; and that to bring a case within sect 
25, sub-section 6, of the Judicature Act, 1873, there must be sometl 
definite and ascertained, and not fluctuating and requiring the taking 
accounts, and he therefore gave judgment for the defendant. From # 
decision the plaintiff now appealed, and it was contended on his behalf 
the assignment was a good equitable assignment and within section 25,: 
section6. ‘The following cases were cited: Tuilby v. The Official Receiver{ 
W. R. 513, 13 A. O. 523), Brice v. Bannister (26 W.R. 670, 3 Q. B. D.5 
Durham Brothers v. Robertson (1898, 1 Q. B. 765, 46 W. R. Dig. 9), I 
Clarke, Coombe v. Carter (86 W. R. 293, 36 Oh. D. 348), Clements v. Matt 
(11 Q. B. D. 808, 31 W. RB. Dig. 23), Mercantile Bank of London (Li 
v. Evans (1899, 2 Q. B. 613, 48 W. R. Dig. 145), Walker v. The B 
Old Bank (Limited) (32 W. BR. 644, 12 Q. B. D. 511), Comfort v. Bett 
W. R. 595; 1891, 1 Q. B. 737). For the respondent it was contended # 
the document was merely a charge; that it was not possible to 
that which was not at the time in existence ; and that the assignment 
against public policy: Collyer v. Isaacs (80 W. R. 70, 19 Oh. D. 342), 
sum not due could not be assigned: Ex parte Nicholls, Re Jones (31 W. 
661, 22 Ch. D. 782). 

Tux Court (Lord Atverstong, 0.J., and Daruiwe and Onannewl, Ji 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atvexstonz, O.J., in giving judgment, said no doubt an abs 
assignment of future debts may be under the Judicature A 
a certain sum out of future debts, but in order to bring the case wi! 
statute the debtor must be able to ascertain from the document how 
he is to pay the assignee. In the present case there was no ab 
assignment of any definite sum. The document did not assign an 
tained debt, its purport was more in the nature of a charge, and th 
the assignment not come within the Judicature Act. The decisi™ 
the county court judge was right. 

Daxz.ina and Ouanne.i, JJ, concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Cov 
R. Bray, K.O.,.and M. Lush ; Mallinson. Soutcrrons, R. Raphact ¢% 
Emanuel ¢ Simmonds. 


[Reported by E. G. Srituwe.1, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE LEYTON AND WALTHAMSTOW CYCLE CO. (LIM.). 
Wright, J. 13th Nov. 
Cowpany—Winpine vp—Oosts—Peririon sy Oreprror with Derr 
UNDER £50.* 


This was a petition, for the winding up of a trading company, presented 
by # judgment creditor for £35 3s. 6d. for goods “—. The petition 
was supported by other creditors whose debts were of the total amount of 
£198. The company had never held its statutory meeting and was 


insolvent. 

WaicuT, J., made the usual compulsory winding-up order and said that 
as the debt of the petitioning creditor was under £50 he would not 
ordinarily have been allowed his costs, but, as he was supported by other 
creditors for a considerable amount, the usual order as to costs would be 
made.—CounskL, Cozens-Hardy. So.tcrrors, Reed ¢ Reed. 


[Reported by L. W. Byanez, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A SOLICITOR and Re THE SOLICITORS ACTS, 1843 and 1888. 
Div. Court. 20th Nov. 


SourcrroR—CERTIFICATE—APPLICATION 
RecisrkaR TO Rervse—So.icrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), ss. 23, 
94—Soricrrors Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 65), s. 16. 


This was an appeal by a solicitor from a decision of Jelf, J., at chambers, 
refusing to order the registrar to issue a renewal of a certificate. The 
learned judge based his decision on the ground that the solicitor was an 
wndischarged bankrupt. Counsel for the appellant said that the case was 
brought as a test case with the cognizance of the Incorporated Law Society, 
as theré were a number of solicitors in the same ) nrgong as the appellant. 
The we made by the appellant stated t he was on the roll of 

and no application had ever been made for his removal from it, 
and né ground for such removal had ever existed. On the 11th of November, 
1901 he applied to the Incorporated Law Society fora renewal of his 
certifiate, but the society declined to renew it on the ground that he was 
an undischarged bankrupt. He alleged that the society had no discretion 
to refuse the renewal on that ground. 

Tus Court (Lord Atverstone, 0.J., Dantinc and CHANNELL, JJ.), with- 
out calling on counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal, holding 
that they were bound by the decision in Re An Application under the 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (47 W. R. 575), and that they ought not to sit as a 
Court of Appeal as regards that decicion. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsez1, 
Page, K.0., and Muir Mackenzie ; Asquith, K.C., and Hollams. Souscrrors, 
Lonard § Pilditeh ; 8. P. B. Buekniti. 

[Reported by E. G. Stitiwew1, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster. 
Liverpool District. 
Re WEBSTER AND JONES’ CONTRACT AND THE VENDOR AND 


PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Hall, V.C. 18th Nov. 

This was an adjourned hearing of a purchaser’s summons under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, which raised for consideration, amongst 
other 8, a question of importance to the legal profession. By an 
agreement dated the 29th of June, 1901, James Websterand John Webster 
agreed to sell two plots of leasehold land at Litherland, near Liverpool, to 
John Thomas Jones. The material clause of the agreement was as follows : 
“The vendors will, within twenty-one days after demand, deliver to the 
— an abstract of their title to the said land, commencing with a 

from Lord Sefton . . . with which the purchaser shall be 
satisfied. The purchaser shall not be entitled to investigate or make 
any objections or requisitions in respect of Lord Sefton’s title.”’ The 
sbstract of title delivered by the vendors to the purchaser consisted only 
of an abstract of the lease granted to them by the Earl of Sefton. 
The purchaser being, under the contract, liable to pay the vendors’ costs 
of and incidental to every lease or assignment to be executed in relation 
thereto, the vendors’ solicitors claimed to be paid (inter alia) the scale fee 
of £23 for deducing title and perusing and completing the assignment to 
him of one of the pieces of land according to Schedule I., Part I., of the 
Order under the Solicitors’ Rumuneration Act, 1881. Counsel for 
the purchaser contended that the case was governed by the decision of 
Kekewich, J., in Re Wellby and Still (1894, 3 Oh, 641), in which the 
Profession had acquiesced for seven years. He contended that an abstract 
Gf a lease to the vendors was not a “deduction ” of title, and, further, 
tited the cases of Re Lacey (25 Oh. D, 302), and Re Harris (56 L. T. 447). 
Counsel for the vendors urged that the purchaser, having contracted to 
take a title commencing with the lease, was not eatitled to say that the 
Yendors had not ‘‘deduced”’ a title. He further contended that Re Wellby 
and Still was distinguishable. 
V.0.—The question in this case is, What is the mean- 
the word ‘‘deduce’’? and it is a question of the meaning of the 
word “‘deduce”’ in the case of a vendor’s solicitor deducing his client's 
; and I gather that to mean that some de wy has to be gone through 
Which his client appearing to be entitled to a certain pooperty ths 


ee. 


* Bee Re Herbert Standring & 00, (39 ‘Posacrvens’ Sounnia 603, w. N, (1895) 99). 


FoR RxgnewaL—DiscreT1on or 





_| Ralph B. H. Gibbins; Richard 


solicitor has to make out that title—to deduce it in some way—some work 
has to be done which is called deducing the title of his client. Then if 
80, and the client — brings him one document, whether it is the 
original lease or the original conveyance, and there is no more than 
that, there is no deduction of the title, because all that there is 
is one document; and that seems to be the view that was taken by 
Kekewich, J., in Re Wellby and Still. that the m or being the original 
lessee there was beyond that no title to deduce. cannot distinguish 
that from the present case, and, besides, I agree with the decision of 
Kekewich, J., that, where there is only one step like that, the 

lease, there has been no deduction. In this case, if the leesee had taken 
the lease up directly from Lord Sefton the question could not have arisen, 
it seems to me, at all; but merely because the vendor took the lease 
himself, and then immediately proceeded to assign it to the purchaser, 
seems to me to make no difference in the way of deducing his title. No 
doubt there was a second step in assigning it to the purchaser, but that is 
not a deducing of the vendor’s title. As to the argument that there was 
a sti tion between them as to what the abstract should consist of, I'do 
not think that that is prejudicial to the purchaser’s case. It seems to me 
equally right to say that it is a contract that there shall not be a deduction 
of title.—Counset, Stuart Deacon; W. H. Cochran. Soxscrrors, EF. D. 
Symond, Liverpool ; Layton, Melly, § Layton, Liverpool. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Ornper or Covrt. 
Thursday, the 14th day of November, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Byrnz (1901—D.—No. 1,177). 
In the Matter of the Dearne and Dove Steel Company Limited, 
Alexander Samuel Leslie Melville and others v. The Dearne and Dove 
Steel Company Limited. Hatszury, CO. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Nov. 18.—Mr. 0. H. Kirby in the chair.—Mr. E. F. Spence moved 
‘That the grounds of divorce ought to be extended by including (1) a 
conviction for serious crime; (2) habitual intemperance; (3) habitual 
cruelty ; and (4) insanity.” Mr. OC. Kains-Jackson opposed. There also 
spoke: Messrs. H. Drysdale Woodcock, Neville Tebbutt, F. M. Guedalla, 
A. H. Richardson, F. Fd Williams, Percy Aylen, P. B. Walmsley, D’A. B. 
Collyer, and G. G. Carble. Mr. Spence replied. The motion was carried 
by seven votes. 














LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Monday :— 

LiNcoun’s-1nN.—Wilfred G. Brown, studentship C.L.E., Trinity term, 
1901; Ernest G. Palmer, certificate of honour C.L.E., Michaelmas term, 
1901, B.A., LL.B., London ; Francis J. Kerr, certificate of honour C.L.E., 
Michaelmas term, 1901; Robert W. Wylie, C.C.C., Cambridge, M.A. ; 
Alfred R. Sargeant, Trin. Coll., Cambridge, B.A.; Sukumar O. Roy; 
Robert G. Everitt, Merton Coll. Oxford, B.A. ; Harry B. Vaisey, Hert- 
ford Ooll., Oxford, B.A.; Mathurbhai P. Amin; and Harry G. Garsia, 
Merton Ooll., Oxford, M.A. A 

Inner Temrte.—William A. Robertson, B.A., Oxford, certificate of 
honour, Michaelmas term, 1901 ; Robert Obbard, B A., Oxford; Douglas 
Grierson, B A., Oxford; John CO. Lancaster, B.A., Cambridge ; Macaulay 
Mort, B.A., Oxford; Syed Ali Muhammed Khan; Leopold C. M. 8. 
Amery, M.A., Oxford; William B. Stanislaus Smith, Oxford ; Eugéne N. 
Marais ; Herold W. Pollock, B.A., Cambridge ; John B. Dalley, Oxford : 
Basil N. Lang, B.A., Oxford; John W. Hewitt, B.A., Cambridge; 
James R. B. Hart, B.A., Oxford; Robert E. Ford, B.A., Oxford; 
Harold B. Barkworth, B.A., Cambridge; Bernard N. Fraser, B.A., 
Oxford; Henry H. Ramsden, Oxford; Joseph A. Richardson, London ; 
Alexander E. McLaren, B.A., Oxford; Will R. Mills, B.A., Oxford ; 
Harry U. Holden, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; James E. J. Brudenell-Brace, 
B.A., LL.B, Cambridge; Francis E, B. Duff, B.A., Cambridge Rane 
O. Carter, B.A., Oxford; Aubrey C. Robinson, B.A., Oxford; Cc. 
O’Gorman; Robert H. Norton, B.A, LL.B., Cambridge; William H. 
J. Wegg, B.A., Cambridge, Henry D. 8. Leake, Oxford; Robert G. 
Ellis, B. A., Cambridge; Kobert H. Whitworth, B.A., Uxford; William 
W. Utter-Barry, B.A., Cam ; and Guy E. M, Eden. 

Mrppiz Temrie.—Augustine F. P. Barton, Local Government Board 
district auditor, M.A., Trin. Coll., Dublin, first honours aud junior 
moderator; George F. Darker, district medical officer, Southern Nigeria, 
M.R.O.S. Eng., L.R.0.P.Lond., member of the Royal University of 
Treland; Norman J. Black, LO&.8., London; William Ho , B.BSe. ; 
Thomas B. Leigh, B.Sc., Victoria; T. Artemus Jones ; John W. 


er ; 
Parry, A.M.I.0.E.; Frederick 8. Tollit, 
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inspector of savings banks, under the Trustee Savings Banks Inspection 
Committee; Thomas T. Poynton; Daniel W. Stable, J.P., LL.B., 
— to the Baddipallt sonoma Co. (Limited). 

RAY’S-INN.— i agappa, undergraduate of Madras University, 
certificate of honour, O.L.E., Michaelmas, 1901; William J. Burky’ 
Queen’s Coll., Galway, Hume Scholar in Jurisprudence, Univ. Coll. 
London; Mohamed Y. Gavher-Ali, St. Catherine’s Coll., Cambridge ; 
Stephen R. Hobday, London University ; John J. Howe, LL.B., London, 
Bacon Scholar (Gray’s-inn), 1899; Sital Parshad; Henry Stanley ; 
Abraham ©. G. Wijeyekoon; Gullu Ram; Hendrik J. F. Franken ; 
Badruddin Qureishi ; James R. Bull; Rachhpal Singh ; Eugene O’Sullivan, 
Inland Revenue Office ; Llewelyn CO. Dalton, B.A. Trin. Coll., Cambridge ; 
= — J. O, Healy, B.A., Royal University of Ireland, a member of the 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Dezatine Socrery.—Nov. 19.—Chairman, Mr. W. V. 
Ball.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this society regrets the decision 
of the House of Lords in the case of Great Western Railway Co. v. 
London and County Banking Co. (Limited) (1901, A. O. 414).”? Mr. W. 
Hughes opened in the affirmative; Mr. G. W. Powers seconded in the 

tive. Mr. R.A. Gordon opened in the negative; Mr. H J. Welch 
seconded in the negative. The following members aleo spoke: In the 
affirmative, Messrs. Hogan and Reynolds; in the negative, Messrs. 
Hodder, Pleadwell, J. D. A. Johnson, Nash, Weller, Singleton, Amer, 
Edwards, and Winnett. The opener having replied, the chairman summed 
up. The motion was lost by nine votes, 


Bruincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 19.—Mr. H. Faden 
presiding.—The following moot point was discussed: ‘‘ That the decision 
of the House of Lords in the case of the Taff Vale Railway Co. and the 

Society of Railway Servants was wrong.’’ The speakers in 
the ative were Messrs. L. Arthur Smith, O. Lee, 8. C. Parish, B. P. 
Crawshaw, W. C. Camm, and T. F. Duggan; and in the negative Messrs. 
H. W. Lyde, W. Horton, and E. A. B. Cox. After the openers had 
replied and the chairman had summed up, the decision of the House of 
Lords was upset by a majority of two. A hearty vote of thanks to the 
chairman for presiding concluded the business. 








THE CITY OF LONDON AND THE LAND TRANSFER 
ACT. 


We extract from the City Press of last Saturday the following report of 


ansfer Act, 1897, the form of which we printed ante, p. 


Mr. Lee presented a 
merchants in the City, 


about the further posponement of the application of the Land Transfer 


the “sep cae tae Common Counci ‘a3 th ret 
2 Land Tr. louncil upon the petition with reference 


ition from a large number of bankers and 
the corporation to use its influence to bring 


Act, 1897, to the City, until an independent inquiry into its working had 
peen held and conc uded. A deputation at oe ter of the court was 
headed by Mr. Wragg, solicitor, who, in answer to a number of questions, 
said he hoped that other corporations would follow the example of the 
corporation of the City in this matter. The application of the Act 
to the City would be followed by greater delay and more expense 
in dealing with properties. Mr. Wragg added that the petition was 

ig against the self-interest of solicitors, It was headed 
with the signature of Sir H. Seymour King, M.P., the head 
of a well-known firm of bankers; and other important firms had 
asked for a postponement of the application of the Act to the City 
for another year. If some action was not taken the Act would come 
into force on the Ist of January. The Act was ae a year ago, after 
a deputation from the tion had interviewed the Lord Chancellor. 
por bene signatories of the petition were the Leathersellers’ Company, 
and . Charrington, the brewers. 

Mr. Lee moved that the petition should be referred to the Law and City 
Courts Committee to arrange for an interview with the Lord Chancellor 
The following letter from the President of the Incorporated Law Society 
on the subject he then read : 

‘“‘ Dear Sir,—In further reply to your letter of the 24th of October, I 
have to inform you that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society are 
convinced that the system of poe emg registration of titles ought not to 
be extended to the City of London without inquiry. This view is not 
based on the interests of solicitors, which, indeed, might be shewn to 
point the other way, but the interests of owners, or lessees, of property, 
and on the ground that registration is found, by experience, to hamper, 
and add to the expense of, ings in land, and that this objection would 
be Bane | e City of London. The Council have 
ref to their Land Transfer Committee the resolution passed at 
their meeting at Oxford. Their report will take some time to 
ar poor but I think it safe to assume thet it will be in favour of an open 

blic inquiry into the working of the Act. This course, the Council 

is only right in the public interest, as the advantages claimed for 
the system of compulsory registration have been — by experience. 
The case for ing before extension seems to the Council to be so strong 
that they will support it.’”’ 

Mr. Lee explained that early in the year he headed a ror to the 
Lord Chancellor, who then to delay the operation of the Act until 
the 24th of October, but at the request of the Law and City Courts Com- 
mittee, his lordship consented to the operation being delayed until the lst 
of January, undertaking in the meantime to receive a further deputation 





from the committee if it was thought desirable. Letters had been recgjyy 
from some of the most eminent solicitors in the City, all of whom objecig. 
to the operation of the Act so far as City properties were concerned. iy 
Lee pointed out that the petitioners alleged, with good reason, that 
Act would create the very gravest difficulties, in view of the fact that 
of the City buildings were dealt with in separate rooms on separate flooy 
and that the diversity of interests in those buildings was consequenf 
very great. In addition, the numerous and complicated transactigy 
hourly emcee in the City, some of which might require registratig, 
while the maj ty would not, would render the registration of title op) 
delusive and able. 

Mr. Thomas, in seconding the motion, referred to a report which y 
presented to the court on the question in 1897. It was then stated thy mm’ 
the Lord Chancellor would not take action without first consulting fj 
citizens. Indeed Lord Halsbury gave the recorder a written undertaking 
to that effect. It seemed to him (the speaker) that the Act could not ipa 
applied to the City without a breach of that undertaking. It was + 
said that the Lord Chancellor was a friend of the City. If that was 
his lordship could shew his friendship by revoking the order that the Ag 
should apply to the City. fy 

Mr. Wallace moved, as an amendment, that the committee should repay On Saturd: 
to the court before approaching the Lord Chancellor. gurt, Andre 

Mr. Bower having seconded the amendment, 

Mr. Lee pointed out that there was no time to lose. 

On a show of hands, the amendment was negatived. 

It was finally decided that the Law and City Courts Committee shoul 
wait upon the Lord Chancellor without delay. ; 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Reornatp B. D. Acuanp, barrister-at-law, has been appointel 
Recorder of Shrewsbury in the place of the Hon. Sir Arthur Jelf. 


nt Ko 
J. M. L. 
for ar 
The Counc 
Mr. Warminoron, K.C., has been appointed Chairman of the Genenj ithe trustees 
Council of the Bar in succession to Mr. Justice Walton, and Mr. Cagym, dand ¢: 
K.(., and the Hon. E. O. Macnacuren, K.C., have been appointed memben 
of the Council in succession to Mr. Justice Walton and Mr. Justice Swinig qydounc 
Eady respectively. : 
Sir Richarp Henn Couuins, M.R., has been appointed Chairman of th 
oe Manuscripts Commission, in succession to the late Sir Archiball 


Mr. Rosgst Watuacg, K.O., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of th 
Middle Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Samuel Pope, K.O. 


Mr. Purr Crampron Smyty, barrister-at-law (Attorney-General), ba 
been appointed Chief Justice of Sierra Leone. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurTions. 


Berrram Jacons and Anruvur Samvzt Joserx, solicitors (Jacobs & Joseph, 
61, Fore-street, Moorgate-street, London. Nov. 1. 


Joun Sovrnam and Ernzst Davin GLANLEy, 


solicitors (Southam 
Glanley), 78, Oross-street, Manchester. Oct. 1. 


[ Gazette, Nov. 19 


GENERAL. 


The members of the Oxford Circuit will entertain Mr. Justice Jelf # 
complimentary dinner at the Café Royal on Wednesday, the 15th 
January next, in celebration of his recent elevation to the bench. 


Mr. Justice Walton will preside at the next lecture of the Solicit 
pag Clerks’ Association, which will take place in Gray’s-ill] 
Hall on Tuesday evening next, when Mr. Macaskie, K.C., will lecture @) 
*‘ Contraband of War.’’ 


Sir Thomas Scanlen, K.O0.M.G., was, says the Exchange To 0 
the author of the Cape Marriage with a Deceased Wife’s Sister Bill, unde 
which the Acting Chief Justice of Oape Colony, Sir John Buchanan, li! 
just held that a man may marry his aunt. 


Professor John Cutler, M.A., K O., is delivering at King’s Ooll 
London, a course of five practical lectures on the “‘ Law of e- 
and Trade Names.’”” The concluding lectures will be delivered on Frid 
the 29th inst., and the 6th of December. Admittance to the lectu 
free by cards, to be obtained at the secretary’s office at the college. 


It is announced that Sir Horatio Lloyd, Recorder of Chester since 
and county court judge since 1874, will, on the 10th of December, 
the fittieth anniversary of his initiation into Freemasonry. In honourd 
the occasion a Provincial Grand Lo&ge of Cheshire Freemasoasil 
to be convened, at which certain handsome presentations are to be melt 
to Sir Horatio Lloyd. 


In the Court of Appeal No. 1, says the St. James’s Gazette, in a case U 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, Lord Justice Stirling laid stress 1 
the object of the Act, and went on to say that it must be distinctly w 
stood that the Act was intended for the benefit of the working mad, 
not for the benefit of the legal profession, although in connection with 
Act much litigation was unha entailed. It ought to be unde 
that it must not be as & parental source o 
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Chancellor, Lord Justice Mathew, and Justices Barnes, 5 
on Walton have accepted the invitation of the chairman and PT nT ae 
tee of the Liverpool Underwriters’ Association to a banquet at the Rens oo eines ts Seen ae 

‘dsiphi Hotel, Liverpool, on Wednesday, the 8th of January, 1902, in Ewencexcy Appxat Court 
ation of the centenary of the association. Date. Rota. No. 2. 
ednesday, the 20th instant, being the grand day of Michaelmas term | Monday, Nov.............25 Mr. Pugh Mr. 
eins, the treasurer (Mr. Mon Lush) and the masters of the ee, my 26 = Carzington 
ch en at dinner the follo guests: The Right Hon. the oa 
i of Coventry, Admiral the Hon. A. oe the Right Hon. 
tad Justice Vaughan Williams, the Hon. Mr. Justice Buckley, the Hon. 
, Justice Darling, Sir Douglas Powell, Sic E. Maunde Thompson 
Mirector of the British Museum), Sir John Edge, the Treasurer of the 
tnourable Society of the Middle Temple, the Rev. Dr. Gow (Head 
of Westminster), Principal Riicker, F.R S., Mr. Luke Fildes, R A. 
the benchers present in addition to the treasurer were: Lord Shand, Sir 
inr Collins, K.C., Mr. Hugh Shield, K.C., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. 
sbert Reed, K0., Mx. Dicey, O.8., Mr Terrell, K.O., Mr. Barnard, 
fr. Herbert Reed, K.O., Mr. Dicey, O.B., Mr. Terrell, K.O., Mr. ’ 
ith the preacher (the Rev. Canon O. J. Thompson). THE PROPERTY MART. 
OnSaturday in last week, says the 7imes, at the Newcastle-on-Tyne police- | joy, 26.—Mesers, Denzvnau, Tawson, Fanwen, & Buivomwares, at the Mazt, at 2:— 
ourt, Andrew nebianson, 0 emaiies, myo t yooctistng os ores. A Broadfield Fiaigate, Surrey 4 A Freehold d Residential and ald erty on the 
rged on a warrant ving, on the te) y, , feloniously Redhill é a Reigate Town a 
th Scouting 60 be Senge, a t0e8 punpentin to bea transfer from Jane anda OE ee ede Orta Pod, Welton-on Theses {between Walton 
pbinson to Margaret Embleton Von Dommer of a mortgage upon a house, and We about t uarters of a mile from the River Thames and Walton and 
i to have been signed, sealed, and delivered by the said Jane Robinson. Hersham and about a mile and a quarter from Weybridge Station) : 
He was further charged that he, on the 24th of May, 1900, ha been a and 9 Estate, The @astle, Ontlands Park, the total area being 
trusted as solicitor by the Novocastrian Building Society with a deed of | Mars Gedaden"& Trcherne, and Messrs’ Welman & fon, all of London. (Ses 
; epee beng ovidenes of Pe Coe Sere weet ae o alretgonems, Hov.$. pS.) pan » 
tate, for the purpose of preferring a transfer of a mo on the pro- | Nov 26.—Messrs. Tucxerr & Sox, Mart, at 2 :—Westmiuster : Leasehold Premises, 
7 tom the First Newoaetle Koonomic Building Society to the Novo. | capriing Nos, 164 and 36, Vauxhall-bidge-road and No. 101, Roshester-row: Tek 
astrian Building Society, did convert the same to his own use and benefit. Middlesex : Freehold Ground-rent of £7, vt at an to rack-rental of €200 
fergeant Koch said he received the prisoner into custody at Cape Town. ici Knapp-Fisher & Sons, London. (See ad 
Mr. J. M. L. Criddle, who appeared on behalf of the Public Prosecutor, 
ed for a remand till Thursday, and this was granted. 
Stam 1 yetcpee 4  & the University of Sure wees Sat . 
the trustees of the of the late Rebecca Flower ve 0: to pike nee. 
undand endow law ——— in ~J ey upon condition een et a 69) aod eb, °Wliiory Mess. Arran Fal ea, 
university agree to re; tions wn u the trustees. e London.—Bermondsey (Nos. 190, 192, 194, 19%, Long-lane) : Shops; 
ouncil eB the offer . the Special Board for Law, and that body Producing ens eicies, Seane, Desees, Menkient, + ay London. 
gested certain alterations in the pegpeeed regulations, some of whica wy gta Be BT - Greenside, 
p been accepted by the trustees. The Special Board were of opinion Nov 2h 7-Means. Nort, Cantwaicat, & Ercuss, at the Mart, at 2: in Lots, Freehold 
hat the usefulness of the scholarships would have been increased if all é amounting to €347 5s. per annum, secured upon 70 private houses in 
ie changes suggested had been accepted, but they report that the |  Stogston; with reversion to the seck-reatale of about 1,000 per anpum. Solicitors, 
proposed regulations give a scheme that will be workab! will be likely Farrar, Porter, & Co., London. —Notting ail: 0. Oambridge-gardens, com- 
bstan i } mo: i ui annum folicitors, Gilbert 
tially to benetit meritorious students. The Oouncil of the Senate — meg panes 11 ey — —— oe 
10 rooms; let at £8) per anoum, 


lence 
Yeilding & Co., London —South Belgravia : 9, Hugh-street, Dwell- 
: : a ts, Meesra. Mullens & 























me with the report of the Special Board, and recommend that the Pig ts ty 
Rolicitors, Messrs. 


ler of the trustees be gratefully accepted by the university. The regula- 
lions provide, among numerous other matters, that the endowment shall ing-house, containing 8 rooms ; rent £55 
d and managed by the Special Board for Law. The echolar- Wt dal, London.— : 
thips shall be of such annual amounts as the board shall from time to time om . 
ppoint, but of not lees toan £50 or more than £80 per annum each. The a 
cholarships shall be tenable at any college or of the university for Two Freehold Villa Resid let 
three oy he wits power to the board to cael Ge tame for a tenet — Solicitor, R. King 
or even & year in cases where exceptional ability is shewn. Every | Noy, 28. —Messrs. Stimson & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold at Walworth, 
«holarship shall be given as a reward of merit and subject to a preference . ithe ; nt £2,330 per annum. Messrs. T. P. 
in favour of founder’s kin and of candidates born in the parish of St Harker & Brighton. ( Cy ge gg ter p. 22.) 
Mary, Newington. RESULTS OF 
he Chicago Tribune, says the Albany Law Journal, has been collecting 
some interesting statistics bearing upon the overcrowded condition of the 
gal profession in that city. It has ascertained that on the first day of 
lut January there were enough lawyers in the windy city to fill four full (part fully licensed), Nos. 
iments of the United States army, the exact figures being 4,403. It is Newington Causewav, producing £175 per ; 
mated that during 1900 the average income of the attorneys of the city “y ore ae 
id not exceed 750 dols. But even placing it at the more liberal amount aie %0 awe ot ae Nos. 9 and ll, 
1,000 dols., it is plain that at least 2,000 of the members of the legal pro- Holloway (part fully licensed), producing £120 per annum 
ison in Chicago do not make as much as the income of a brick mason Absolute to £1,200; life 63... as nee nena et 
the union scale. It is estimated that perhaps six or eight lawyers Sens ee: he 
Chicago average 40,000 dols. a year, while a large number touch the For ; 
000 dols. mark. A considerable number, who count themselves among 
successful, between 10,000 dols. and 20,000 dols. a year, while the 
mey who can figure up 5,000 dols. a year is by no means to be b> 
cording to the Zyibwne, the conditions which prevail in Ohicago are 
plicated all over the country. In 1870 the total number of ly . 
lied law students in the United States was 1,653. In 1 they ~ 
Mimbered no less then 11,874. The difficulty of making a living, to say WINDING UP NOTICES. 
wthing about amassing a competency, under conditions such as we have London Gasette.—Faivar, Nov. 15, 
dwcribed, is apparent ata glance ; any bright young man can figure out sOree freee ae 
for himself his chances. Yet, with all these facts before them, the | Assoctargp Raopgstax Goup Estares, Luarap—Peta for 
Es, 
tmbitious young men of the country persist in crowding the law schools | directed to be heard on Nov 27. Foss & Co, 5, 
toa greater extent every year. appearing must reach the above-named 


tf 





gig af8 gb8 » 














Nov 26 
E.L. L. Sywvicats, Liwrrep 
names and 


nasoasiif™ The Bank of England are authorized to receive applications for 
be madé 41,500,000 New Zealand Government £3 cent. Stock, repayable at 
tbdend, being a full ix month’ intereat® will be pekd on the Ln of Apri, | "Deo to ted tat nate serena 
a mon’ terest, on the Ist pril, names 

Wi. ‘The list will be closed on or before the 27th of November. te, Wiliam pong inky ye ye tagerourion) — 
juired, on or before Dec 16, to send names and and I~ 
For Turoat Inrrrarion ann Coven “ ps’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ = caine, % EN = Ly — u = or 
prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable names and phone, ak rs of their debts and 
ibdaled tse price TAL and is Ifa” James Boye & On, omens rey grees a, 
ice 74d, and 1s. 14d. James : -» Homeo- 

Mihic Chemists, London.—{Apvr. | sag 
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gn Fore Moror Caz Co, Linrrep—Credittors ai 
send names and addresses, and the 


particulars of f their 
Tienes French, 314, High rd, Balham. Williams, 11, King William 


liquidator 


Winter Enterraisments Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 29, to 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Willi 


their names and ad: and 
Henry Cochran, 5, Cook st, Liverpool 


County Pavatixe oF LANCASTER. 


Lonrep ry CHancery. 


Woopwork Ixpvusraizs, Lorrep—Petn for Spins up, presented Oct 29, directed to be 


heard at the Assize Courts, 5 


trangeway 
Hill, Mosley s Manchester. solor ry pF nny N otice sed appearing must reach the 
po ae ne shin than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 33" 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luarrep mm CHaANoERY. 
ome ae 3 —— | & Limitrp—Creditors are 
and the Sartoden = of their 


liquidator 


Hemex Hemrsteap Corrzz Taverns Co, Limitep (in Liquipation)—Cieiitors are 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRiDay, ba 15. 

RECEIVING ORD 

AsraHans, So, Higher bine. Salfor, Cabinet 

Maker Iford Pet Nov o Ord Nov 1 

air Daviv E D, Windlesham, - High | 

Pet July 31 Ord Nov 12 

Beer, Groncr bevase, ~ ery Devon, Baker Barn- 

et Nov13 Ord ig 
tt High Court Pet June 18 


Cass, Joz Bartow, Prettywood Brow Heap, near Bury, 
Ironfounder Bolton Ord Nov6é 

Crowruen, Joszrn &caruett, Morley, Peay mw Cloth Manu- 

bury Pet Oct 17 ove 

a Danigz, Clydey, Pembroke Fa -al Pet Nov 
11 Ord Nov 11 

Davies, Davin, Lianddeusant, | nam Farmer Car- 
marthen Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 

Gipmax, Anruur, Smalithorne, Stas, Underhand Puddler 
Hanley Pet Novi13 Ord Nov 

Guzave, Frepericxk Row.anp, Becles, Lancs, Commercial 
Clerk Salford PetNov13 Ord Nov 13 

Gagennitt, Wit114m, 6t Mary Cray, Kent, Grocer Croydon 
Pet Augi4 Ord Oct 1 

Gairritns, Rexzs, Merthy r Tydfil. Commission Agent 
Mertoyr Tydfil Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 


Barciay, 
Court 


Buiaxt, B Sucaxee, 
Ord Noy 12 


Harrow, Sreruen, Cansicx, Highgate, Builder High 
Court Pet Novll Ord Noy 1l 
Henpensox, James, Redcar, Yorks, Fruiterer Middles- 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Hickman & Leareerpate, Wanstead, Printers High 
Court Oct 21 Ord Nov8 4 


Ho.t, Atreep, Manchester, Pianeforte Dealer Man- 

chester PetOct 2s Ord "Nov 11 

Howe.t, Grecory Heyky, and Atsert Howe.t, Fulham, 

High Court Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Hveues, Pizrcr, Clayton, Labourer Ashton under Lyne 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

Hveues, Samvet Jonx. Cheadle, Staffs, Insurance Agent 
Barton on Trent Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Host, Wituiam, Ashton under Lyne, Farmer Ashton 
under Pet Nov ii Ord Nov 11 

Oldham, Cabinet 


Ipiz, ——. Maker Oldham Pet 

3 Nov — Nov 4 

OBNSON, 1LLiaM Joux, Sittingbourne, Kent, - 
fectioner Rochester Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Kerusc, Marrna, Clacton on Sea, Tobacconist 
Colchester Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

Low, James Apvams, Enfield, Merchant High Court Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Nov 13 

McAxoviz, — Boroughbridge, __ Laundry Pro- 

York PetNovi2 Ord Nov 1 
MoCarvny, James, Staff Merchant High 


Court Pet Oct 18 Nov 13 


Matierr, Wittian, eet Pruiterer Ipswich Pet 
Nov il Ord Nov 11 


Masters, Haney, Handsworth, Fruiterer Birmingham 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Noy 12 
Maysagp, Bexsamry, » Builder Lewes Pet 
Movil Ord Ney il 
Nvrrat., Jouxs, Newchurch, Lanes, Joiner Rochdale Pet 
Nov il Ord Nov 11 
Pom, Preances Many, Mitel, Music Selier Bristol Pet 
ov 13 Ord Nov i 
mise ARTRU A ths Batcher Birmingham 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 


neat Enxays, Twynyrodyn, yy Pe Collier Mer- 
r Tydfil 


Pet Nov 11 Ord 
Octaviovs, Bedford Butcher Bedford Pet 


Branuan, Farprnicx Secniin, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, 
her Pet Novii Ord Nov 11 
Suave, Gronce Janes, Chiswick, Electricai Engineer 
s ~ none neotage # + at Whitechapel. 
ILVERMAS, ey 
w Proprietor i Court Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov ee 


Bixciaim, Pency, Stockton on Commission Agent 
on Tees Pet Nov u "Grd Nov 1 
: Notts, Farmer Lincola Pet 
Tarvin, Growin, a Glass Merchant Bradford 
r Pt ly hn “Ord Nov 1f asic 
AYLOX, Bopgnt, Stock Provision Stockport 
Pe Novil Ord art 
Tuomas, Aux, Bwanses, Hosier Swansea Pet Nov 11 
Ord Bov 11 
Teevey, Wrisam, and Avrexp Canretron Biyrs, 8 
- , Kogineers Bt Albans Pet Oct 2 Ord | 
Usv, Warren, Silver Gunnersbury, Builder High | 
(oart 


crescent 
jae Pes Bor 12 Ord Mov 12 
mzaTCRort, Hosxa, Bhirebrook Derby, Coal Miner 
Nottingham Pe Kor 9 Ora Nov 


moet, on or before Dec 27, to send 
dreases debts or claims. to William 
pm 109, Capel rd, Forest Gate, London. Godden |& Co, Old Jewry, solors to 


| Yarss, 














their nai 





on Monday, Nov 25, at 10 30. 
afternoon of Nov 28 





Keiguiry Tramways Co, Tameen eines are seauiead, on rn ba oo hefane Dee 28, to, 


mes and addresses, and 
Robertahew, Keighley. Spencer & 
four Lonpon CycLe anp Enaiverrine Co, Limitrep—Petn for 
Oct 31, directed to be heard Nov 27. . Henniker 
solor to the company Notice must reach the ‘above-named not later than 6 








uired, on or before Dec 12, to required, on or before Dec 10, to send their names and addresses, and the p 
debts or claims, to Walter | of their debts or claims to Ivon @. Mead, 66, Marlowes, Hemel 
st, solor for a & SO Sguree —Petn for By ' 2 14, directed to be 
Berrid, agents for Foe Halifax, 
ust reach the above-named not later than ¢an 





ae 





of their 
So" Keighley, solors to ntidnioe 









Rance, 17, Finsbuse 


















19, 


Tested and ee 4 
Co. (H. Carter, 





“* Sanitation,’’ London. 








| Wis, Joxy, ies, Devon, Farmer Plymouth Pet Nov 
1 


2 Ord Nov 1 
Wous, a, Higher Broughton, oo Mantle 
Maker Salford Pet Novil Ord Nov 1 
Wititam, and THomas Woops 
P.umbera Preston Pet Nov 12 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

BALLANTINE, Water, Margaret st, Cavendish 8q Nov 26 
at 230 Bankruptcy <t- Carey st 

Baxrcuay, Sir Gare ED Surrey Nov 26 
ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Buake, E Bucxrey, City Atheneum aah Angel ct 
Nov 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bld 

Cass, Joz BaRLow, wood Brow ~4 nr Bary, 
Iroufounder Nov 25at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Ciark, Bensy Groacz, Wraysbury, Bucks, Bu'lder Nov 
30at2 Townshal!, Windsor 

CocxsiLL, WiLuram, *Waisall, Haulier Nov 26 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Cupworta, CuTHBERT, ~ yy Yorks, Draper Nov 22 
at ll Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Davison, Grorae, Felling, nr Gateshead, House Furvisher 
Nov 22 at 113) O; Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 

yne 

GarpineR, Nicuotson Rocue, Walsall, Chief Constable 
Nov 26at11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

GaskanTH Joux, Crosthwaite, OCamberland, Farmer Nov 
25 at 245 Court house, Cockermouth 

Gatrorn, Wiity, Cranley pl, South K n, Artist 
Nov 27 at 2,30 eeieer bidgs, 

Harpy, Jouy Ket, West Hartle; ine Merchant 
Nov 22 at3.45 The Grand Hotel, West yg 

Heim, Witvram James, Padibam, Lanes, cle Deale: 
Nov 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st. Preston 

Hvucues, Pigece, Clayton, Labourer Nov 22at3 Off Rec, 
Syrom st, ster 

Jackson, Faeperick Jonny, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Nov 
26at12 Off Rec, Woly 

Jenkins. Joux, Tykastown, i Painter Nov 22 at3 
135, High st, Merthyr T: 

Keene, Maerua, Clacton : “9 “Sea, Tobacconist Nov 22 at 
11 Cups Hote!, Colchester 

at 12 


Mc .oven, J, Newport, Cabinet Maker Nov 22 
Off Rec, Westgate Newport, 
Maes. — Builder Nov 25 at 11 117, St Mary 


 aeeaaiie. 
12 


chmbrs, Ni 


| Maysanp, BeyJ amis, ‘Eastbourne, Baliee Nov 26 at 2 
Coles & Sons, Seaside 


atil Off Rec, Trinity House In, 


Partanson, Samce., Walsall, Egg Dealer Nov 26 at 11.30 
ff Rec, Wolverhampton 

Poc a x, JAMES Ricnagp, Wantage, Berks, Baker Nov 23 
at 12 1, St Aidate’s, Oxford 

Proou, Eowaro, Walworth rd, — gs Victualler Nov 28 
atl2 Bankruptcy bid; 

Reeves, Joun ALFRED, Ca: iff, Pro Provision Merchant Nov 26 
ati2 117,8t Mary at, ©. 

Rors.sae, 8 AvseEr, Manchester, Confectioner Nov 22 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SANDEMAN, by ogmorton avy Nov 27 at 12 Bank- 
ru lags, Garey st 

Suave, — So Chiswick, cal Engineer 

Nov 23at11 30 Off Rec, 95, Ry mn av 

Snort, Joszra Joux Sous = Crosby aq, Merchant Nov 27 
atil Bankruptcy bid at 

Bias, WiLL ae THoMAs, Oxford, Licensed Victualler Nov 
#2ati2 1, St. Aldate’s, Oxford 

Tay.on, Guonat, Bradford, Glass Merchant Nov 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 

Tucker, Joux, St. Columb, Cornwall, Currier Nov 23 at 
12 Off Kec, Boscawen st, 

Warten, Bertiz Guy Watiee, Conduit at, actions 
Msoager Nov 96 on ll Bankruptcy 

Wass, Be hy te me Baker Nov 22 at 12 aed Zz. 


Wier KES, eon ae oy <4 rh -L rencs, nr ate Ni 
23 at il Off Rec, 68, Castie st, Ccnterbury Ya “i 
Woop, Gzorce, Joun Wits Woon, oo aa neon 
Joseru — nr Burnley, ry ha 
prietors ov 22 at 11 Of E 1 Chapel ‘reston 
ADJUDICATIO; ‘ ” 
Asport, Tuzopore Jous, Thornton Heath Croydon Ord 


ov 
Avzanuamus, Simon, Higher Broughton, Salford, Cabinet 
Maker Saford Pet Nov it Ord Nov 1 
Bere, Groncx Epwanp, Appledore, 
Barnstaple Pet Nov 13 Or 
BEDERICK, imbledon, 
20 Ord Nov it 


High Court Pet 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 1 


| Canuae Canina, Oh aH 
Quant zx, Cuanies Geonox. Westbourne Whart, 
Paddington, Bullder High Court Pet Aug 6 Ord 
‘ov 


rd, Eastbo 
— —o Kingston’ on Hull, Gy fay Agent Nov 22 


Bnooxe, 


WARNING TO INTENDING Hovss Purcuasers anD Lussezs.—Before 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoro 


quoted on ao Dey oe "full particulars. Established 25 years. Tele 







m by an Expert from The Sanitary Engin 
anager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster, 





Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.’”’—[. Apn] 















Davenport, Herseet Spencer, Laurence Pountngy 
High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 12 

Daviss, Dayigt, Clydey, Pembroke Carmarthen } 
Nov ll Ord Novi 

GARDINER, Shemengan , en Walsall, Chief (Co 
Walsall Pet Oct5 Ord Nov 12 

Gansipz, James Arntaur, West von or Halifax, 
Halifax Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 


Gip same J AgrTHuR, Smalithorne, Blas, Underhand F 
Pet Sov 18 Ord Nov 13 
Congres, vg Re doe Row .anp, Eccles, Lancs, Com 


Clerk Salford Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 
GairritHs, Rees, Merthyr Tydfil 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 


Hagnow, = Seen, Highgate, Builder 
Court Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 
Hecxrorp, 2 by eles Rosert, Wol 
facturer Wolverhampton Pet Octl Ord Novig 
Heim, Wittiam JAmMeEs, , Cycle D 
Burnley Pet Nov2 Ord Nov it . 
Henperson, JAMES, , Yorks, Fruiterer Mi 
br Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
ANNAH, Queena Margaret’s grove, Mildmay 
der High Court Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 12 
Hows i, Grecory Henny, and Avsert Howe 1, ¥ 
Builders Court Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 1g 
a Pierce, Clayton, Labourer Ashton under 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 
Hucues, Samvet Joun, Cheadle, Staffs, Insurance 
Burton on Trent ‘Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 18 
Host, Wim, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs, F 
Ashton under L; Pet Nov11 Ord Nov 11 
Inte, Fraycis, Oldham, Cabinet Maker Oldham 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Jounson, WiLL14M Jony, Sil bourne, Kent, Confedti 
Rochester Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 18 3 
Kerer.ine, Manrua, Clacton onSea, Tobacconist 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov ll 
Lana, Harry George Nexpuam, Bognor High 0 
Pet Sept 30 Ord Nov 12 
Mc Axgpie, a Boroughbridge, Yorks, Laundry h 
prietor York Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
aces, to Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Oct 21 ( 
ov 
Mauer, Fee, Ipswich, Seedsman Ipswich Pé 
1 Nov ll 
Mircuett, Tuomas Wittiam, Malton, Yorks, 
scarborough Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov 13 
Munrrtox, Roseagt, Carlton Colville, Suffolk, Farmer 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov13 
Naruay, Atreep, Cranbourne mans, er 
mission Agent High Court Pet ‘Aug 15 Ord ord 
Nurratt, Jonny, ; rm Lancs, Joiner 
Pet Nov 11 ‘Ord Nov 1 
Gave, ry Jon, Wain, Bolt Manufacturer 
Oct 10 Ord Nov 1 
wean Frances Mary, Bristol, Music Seller Bristd 
Nov 38 Ord Nov 13 
Pocock, JAMES ~~; yuahen, Berks, Baker 0 
Pet Oct 14 => £1 


— Tydfil, 0 
Tyaat "Pet Noy ti Ord Ora Nov 1 4 
inom an eth Bedford, Bu’ Bedford 


Novi12 Ord Nov12 
Sxaman, Faupenick JOszru, Hucknall Tork: 
Photographer Nottingham Pet Nov 11 
Suave, Gzorce James, Chiswick, Electrical 
Brentford Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 
Sitvesmay, 4 baa brawe wt. Whitechapel, W. 
ing — rietor ae Court Pet Nov 12% 


Hinceg, 
B 




















re 


ov 1 

8) . _ Commission 

"rockton on hee ett Pet Nov un “Ord Noy ll 

Srorey, CHaR.es, wikcsieg, Notts, Farmer Lincols 
Novil Ord Nov 1 

Brnov, H 8, Victoria i” High Oourt Pet Sept 4 ¢ 


Tay Lem, _Guonce, Bradford, Glass Merchant 


Pet 1 Ord Nov ll 
Tay eg Rosenrt, Stockport, Provision Dealer 
Wool Merchant Swansea 


Pet Nov 11 ‘Ord Nov 11 
Tuomson, James, Wi Oross, Herts, Saddler 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Novill 
Uvv, Warren, Silver cres, Gunnersbury, Builder 
Court Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Wueatcnort, Hosra Derby, Coal 
















Shirebrook, 
N Pet Nov 9 Ord Noy 9 
Wiss, ey Lifton, em, Farmer Piymouth Pé 
Ww ~ A oe se, Se i Salford, Mantle 
6, ABBA 
Oat ee Nori Ord Nov fi 


yo] 4 Woons, Mossenmbe, 





WILL 
Yara Wisi Nov 19. Ord Nov 13 









peaaja 


DAMS, 1 
‘ Kast 
u ¢ 
Avas, 1 
Nov 
Bacoy, 
King 
BickFoR. 
Barn 
Nov 
Brooks, 
Buck, H 
Nov 
BureEss, 
factu 
CamERON 
Nort 
CaRTER, 
Exet 
Cuarmas 


: 

burn, 
ton 
Brexoxs 
Braxuey 


Sroay 










































































































































Cycle D 




















fildmay P 
ov 12 
VELL, Fall 
Nov 12 
n under 
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Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
“a London Gazette of Oct 22 


x, Witt1am Hewry, Moss Side, nr Manchester, 
ion Manchester Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 17 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
BRAMLEY, Hewry, Leicester, Coal Merchant 
‘adjud April 11,1900 Annul Nov 12 1901 

London Gazette yt Nov. 19. 
LondrEOEIVING 0 DERS. 
Apams, Percy Atrgep, and aan Mavrice Frank, 
Kastcheap, Provision Importers High Court Pet Nov 
14 Ord Nov 14 
Avams, Tuomas, Tipton, Grocer Dudey Pet Nov13 Ord 
18 


N 
s Joux Wittiam, Kingston w Hull, 
ton upon Hull Pet Nov 15 “Ord Nov 15 
BicxrorD, WitL1aM Grorcs Tomi, Wear Gifford, 
Barnstaple Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Burak, Wittiam, Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 14 Ord 
14 
oad Joun Wiiu1am Danret, Kibworth Beauchamp, 
Leicester, Teacher of Singing Leicester Pet Nov 15 
Ord Nov 15 
Buck, H 2 Headcorn, Kent Maidstone Pet Oct 30 Ord 
Nov 


Burcess, Tesine Wi.1am, Walsall, Metal Goods Manu- 
facturer Walsall Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 13 
Camznon, Jony, Appleton Wiske, Yorks, schoolmaster 
Northallerton Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 


Leicester 


Grocer 


Devon 


CaRTER, oy P rch ‘'; Ty , Licensed Hawker 
Exeter Pet Nov16 Ord N 
a2 Cuar_es Henry, Bm Builder Leeds Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 15 


4 E E, Lakenheath, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler 
Hastings Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 14 

CuzavLz, James WILLIAM, + oh Salop, Licensed 
Vicualler Stafford Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 

CLEuENnTS, JosEPH, Evesham, Worcester, Labourer Wor- 
ceater Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 16 

Dovruwaitz, Samue., Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Novy 14 Ord Novi4 

ag Wittiam Mantiy, Bingley, Yorks, Builder 


adfoid Pet Nov14 Ord Noy 14 
“ty Heinzich Epwarp, Cieethorpes, Fish Merchant 


Grimsby Pet Novl4 Ord a 4 
Evans, Joun Bensamim, Pendar Merthyr a= 
Upholeterer Merthyr Tydfil reat Nov 15 


Nov 15 

Gater, Epwagp Tames, Newcastle on Tyne, Fruit Sales- 
man Newcastieon Tyne Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 

@zz. Jonn, THomas, Walsall, China Dealer Walsall Pet 
Nov18 O:d Nov 18 

@nzxp, Tuomas Matruew, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet 
Novl4 Ord Nov l¢ 

Guayey, ALBERT Victor, Norwich, Cycle Maker Norwich 
Pet Nov 15 Ord nov 15 

Hapwex, J a Leyton, Essex, Commission Agent High 
Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 16 

we Raw CuagLes Sterxen, Worthing, Wine Mer- 

t's Trav Brighton Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Hawkins, Wiit1am Wesser, Dover Canterbury Pet 
Novié4 Ord Nov 14 

<-) +? Builder Croydon 

ovl 
act Herman, Broad st av, Merchant High Court 


EH ss Ord How U8 a Ot, eeitem, Ber 
UGHES. RNEST ne a ise e| 
iler High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Nov 14 
ber! Farmer 


Hymexs, Emxrson, Alston, 
. a eoagy A —_? De 
BTTLETON, WiL.1AM, Tiverton, von, Fancy Draper 
K y ye or tb Burdett wi, Senne High Court 
RAMER, ossfor jurdet yu! 

Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 18 
Lapyern, Wittiam Cuarces, Torquay, Fruiterer Exeter 


Laer, Fecbenice D, Highbury pl, Baker High Oo 
8T, FREDERICK er urt 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 ar ae 
TER, WALTER JouN, Harrogate, Hosier York Pet Nov 
iti Wiee Aes, Deaie ,, Fancy Draper P 
cLrop, Mary Any, Pon’ C' ‘onty- 
pridd Pet Nov 15 Ord Rens . i é 
Mans, same Page, Bhopiitter. Brighton Pet Nov 14 
. Villiers st, Strand, Hotel Manager 
art Pet May 14 Ord Aug 30 
a? a Be Bristol, Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet Nov 
‘ov 1 
= Witwiau ; aa Bootle, Lancs, Joiner Liverpool 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Pirman, ALBERT, ‘ond Nov is Glam, Painter Merthyr Ty;dfil 


Nov 15 ‘ov 15 
Dpy, f EL, jun, Felixstowe Ipswich Pet Nov 15 


faso, Many Hartlepool Leeds Pet Oct15 Ord Nov 14 
Joux, Btanley a. Wilts, Farmer 
th Pet Nov 15 
Rayment, Faeprricx jase ‘Garrett tt lane, Earlsfield, 
Grocer Wandsworth Pet Nov15 O:d Nov 15 
Bickxerrs, Auyrzep Joun, Ciapham Park rd, Car 
ilder Wandsworth Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Rosears, Wiruiam, and Jane Ricuarps Owsgn, Mav- 
aoe Merchants Manchester Pet Nov 1 Ord 
‘ov 
Rornmay, Mark, Hammersmith, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet Oct 26 Od Nov 14 
Simpson, Faepeniox, Birmingham, General Dealer Bir- 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 15 
—_ > Rasen, 6 Co, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 
t 


ay . S Bept 25 Ord gt 4 
DWARD PErciva., a ~ py terinary Surgeon 
t armouth Pet Nov 1 a ‘ov 16 


horn, Natuay, Northam Horse Dealer Northam 
Pet Nov 15 ord Mov 15 a 


ys" Busaseva, Al Abergavenny, Mon, Tailor Tredegar 
Pagers, Leicester, Builder 
Ord Nov 18 . 


Moen names 
Hii 


ExECUrTORSHIP and TRUSTEES’ 
Assistance Offered by Experienced 


Toneesn, Zane, Sevee, Reweliing Aguas Croydon Pet 

jov 

Te a Saeeaeee om, Farmer Croydon Pet 

‘ov 12 

Gaus, Atrreep Jouy, Lower meatten, Salford, 

w oa Salford Fet Wor if Ont Noy 14 aaa 
TuuiaMs, Jsaac, Lian radach, ontyp: 

wat” Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 5% - 
mu1aMs, Jonn Witu1am, Blaenau Festiniog, Gener: 
Draper Portmadoc Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Wixerove, Bicnarp Pavt, St Helen’s pl, Financial Agent 

High Court Pet Oct2s Ord Nov 14 

Wricat, Epwix, and Wiis nee NorrTucrort, 

Goldhawk rd, ’s B Builders High 


tte : 
Mears, Hewry, and Tomas Ops, Tinsley, Susser, 
Farmers Croydon Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Amended notice substituted for that — in the 
London Gazette of Nov 
Benynett, Frepericxk Wii.iam Jouy, Dadley, Fruiterer 
Dudley Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
substituted for that published in 
the Gazette of = 
GreEnuiLL, Joun Witiiamn rg ty Mary Cray, Kent, 
Grecer Pet = Oct 1 
FIRST M 


Asranams, Simon, Higher ae, Salford, Cabinet 
Maker Nov 29 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Apams, Percy Atraep, and Mavnaice a Prank 
Provision : apne Nov 29 at 12 Bank- 


suptcy Carey st 
Brear, Wituiam, Bradford Nov 26 at 11 Off Rec, 31, 

Manor rd, Bradford 
Brooks, a Wittiam Danret, Kibworth Beauchamp 
of Fg aa Nov27at3 Off Res, 


ey Nov 27 at at 11.30 Off Rec, 
CantTER, nay Sage wen Caries, Exmouth, Devon, Licensed 
— Nov 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir, 


Cuapman, Cuartes Henry, Lapin, Builder Nov 27 at 11 
Off Rec. 22 


c A x Bos mame Nov 29 at 
LARKE, ARTHUR Wright ov bs 
10.45 t Gilford, Surgeon Nov 3 
C.iements, JosErn, yacht Worcester, Labourer Nov 
27 at 10.45 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Yorks, Cloth 


CrowtHes, JoserH Scarietr, Morley, 
a Nov 28 at 330 Off Kec, Bank chmbrs, 


Davies, Danret, Pembroke, Timber 
Merchant Dec 4 Off S So Queen st, Car- 

Lianddensant, Carmarthen, Farmer Dee 

Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

oe Samugt, Bradford, Grocer Nov 27 at il 
Off Rec. 31, Manor row. Bradford 

Dowaick, Wacan ee ye Bodmin, General Merchant 
Nov 28 at2 Duke of wall Hotel, Plymouth 

Epmonpsow, WILLIAM eg Bingley, Yorks, Builder 

Noy 28 at11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Gauges, Epwanp James, Newcastle on Fruit Salesman 
Nov %6 at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, st, Newcastle on 


Gisss, Wri1am Hewry, ter, West 
Kensington, Builder. bldgs, 


Davigs, er 
4at3 Off 


West Kensington 
‘Nov 27 at 11 Bankruptcy 


GreEvuiLt, Joux — Samvet, St Mary Cra: 
Geossr’ Hov 90 es 1820 24 hallway app, Loodes 
arg, Fr 


Ha — a ry Saddler Nov 
27 atl 


Hanow, Series” ae reh wa; Tiles ch Highgate, 


Hanrrwey, a ee te pepe, Remmanets Dec 2 a Of 


Ree, 36, Vi st, Liver; 
Hickxmay and Learuerp. Wanstead, Essex, Printers 
Dec 2at12 Bankruptcy Carey st 
Howe uv, Grecory Heney, and Atpert Howe .1, Falham, 
is es East “Wars —,: Uatey st 
ae NEST ALTER, 
Dec4at230 Bankruptcy Carey st 
Hunt, Wituam, Ashton under Lancs, Farmer 


Nov 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, ester 
Hurcuisoys, Atrrep Hewsry, 

Nov 28 ati2 Off Rec, yy py 
Hexrasiz, Jouy, Swansea, Mason Nov 27 at 2. Of 


J wendy oer J “ ~ Kent, Confectioner 
OHNSON, ILLIAM JOBN, 
ere at ms "igh sy Bochner = 
TTLETON, Witiiam, Ti Devon, Fancy Draper 
Nov 28 at 10 30 — Res 13, Bedford Ray t-— 
Grocer Noy 27 at 2.16 Off 
1, Alexandra 
Kramer, 8 Mveatord ot, of, Burdett, Draper Dec 4 at 12 
Lapyes, Wituam C 4 , =e Fruiterer Nov 28 
at 10,30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus. Exeter 
i, ae Nov 28 at 


Lester, 2k Joux, 
Low, James Apams, Bush dill perk, 0 Gueeae, Merchant 


Kivayg, sesamin & 
Rec, 3 





2.3) 
Nov 2 at B-nkruptcy bldgs, Carey 





EQUITY 


Funds exceed 


alterations, to 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEOS HELP. 

J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 
M*. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C.L. agente 
LVI Fizst Class Honours, iate Scholar of Christ 
Editor of the Eleventh Edition of “ Smith’s Sasnal of of 
Common Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE 
for the Bar and University Law Examinations by Day, 
Uni it Examinations, 1900.—10 Pupils (all those sent 
m Examinations, March, 1901.—25 sent up, 21 passed, 
40 a Second 

‘Addreas, 11, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. 
LAW.s Batic .—BSolicitor (a wo ees se we wih 


in Lewes ofkee app. , L., care of w Dektoteet Jour 
27, Chancery-lave, V 


AyPHEAIM LAWTON, Deceased. — — Any 
npurele Le ong SAF the of a Will of the late 
a wh ied Bn, le Bou L - E., $ 
Rorzaxoy Bollentor, Foo, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 








x 
arkahip | in 





Staxiay, Jou Banoo, 
Pet Nov 18 

Sroasy, Gronar, | Bea, Hotel Waiter Chelms- 

Ord Nov 14 


ford Pet Nov 14 








AND LAW 


ELIiIEFH ASSURANCE SOOIDTYT. 
ESTABLISHED 


1844. 
£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


(OMMERCIAL 1 LAW CLASSES. 


BIRKBECK INSTITUTION, 
BREAW’S BUILDINGS, CHANCERY LANE. 
EVENING CLASSES in all Subjects of COMMERCIAL 
LAW are held every TUBSDAY EVENING. 
Prospectus on ) application, 


= _ Wanted, in Brench _ice at 
Chiswick, Junior, Clerk, with some knowledge of 
re on ss Tatng wpe‘ Shortaend in own 


stating age and 
experience, to Sraniey, Wassroves, & Docesrt, Solici- 
tors, 88, High-road, Chiswick, W. ea 


LA Nisan) coc (40; admitted 1885; un- 
Seeks Re-engagement ; exteasive experince 





prepare and settle costs, also ‘8 accounts ; 
references.—A. B , 14, Orde Hall-street, W.C. 


AS Old-established Firm of Company 


song Comision to a 2S 
uction of Businesses suita! version 

; ha works, all forma, 
ee le ving own pening SS —~ 
nominal terms.— wt 
Reaisrration, care of F. 
60, Ludgate Hull, Londoa, 





wont Dene we SY 
teitors there ‘or the 
A Limited 


76 
=— 
McAxviz, Henry, Boroughbridge, Yorks, Laundry Pro- 
1 Nov 28 at 10.30 Of Rec, 28, Stonegate, 
MoCarrzy, Jauzs, Hampstead, Stuff Merchant Dec 3 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy blogs Carey st 
Senin Wii, Ipswich, See¢sman Decisat2? Off 


Mrrosett, Liewettyxs Awtruoxso, Pulham, Dorset, 
Farmer Nov 27 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chabs, Salis- 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Wous, A Higher Broug! 
Maker Nov #f at $30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apams, = Tipton, Staffs, Grocer Dudley Pet Nov 
18 Ord Nov 13 


Bacon, Jon» WILLIAM, upon Hull, Grocer | 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 “oa 


Nov. 23, IgOl. 








Hawkins, Wiii1am Wespes, Dover Canterbury Pe 
H a jag Cheshire, Painter C: Pp 
imps, ALL es rewe 

Oct 10. Ora N : ’ 


lov 9 
Hott, = a, Pianoforte Dealer Manchester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Ni 


Hurcntinson, ALFRED coo. Twickenham, Greengrocer 
Brentford Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 14 


itm, feltord, Mantle ans: | 
| 
| 


Bioxrorp, Witiiam Grorcz Tomy, — 


Ozprm. Henry, Bristol, Catinet Maker Nov 27 at 11.45 
Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Praacy, tte AsznaTH, Bournemouth, Lodging House 
Pro Nov 27 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, 
—, Pein tas rg Seller Nov 29 at 
——_ Josern, St Tee Drenuali, Farmer Nov 26 at 11 
athenzeum ter, Pl 
et Collier Nov 26 at 3 1365, 
peaten, Wie, Farmer Nov 27 at 
26, Baldwin st. 
y. 
Sauxpers. Exisan, Wisbech 8t 
Menufscturer Nov 26 at 1 Off ” Ree, 8, King st, 


Iszazt, O14 Montague 
Baths 


Strvermas, st, Whi 
w Nov 29 at 1 Bankruptcy 


buildings, Care: 
Sure, Wiiiiax gpl Handsworth, Grocer Nov 27 at 11 | 


174, ® 
mer Toe 
8, Kiog st, 
Victoria st, 


ANLEY, 
Nov wat ll 
Taxsor, Jamis Gronce 


's Lynn, Butcher Nov 26 at 


Draper Nov 27 at 12 it Hotel, Exeter 

lov aon 

Tarioz, Bosarr, 8 Hove Provision Dealer 
Nev 98 at 12 30 Off Rec, County brs, Market pl, 





lorwich 
\ ng ate Music Dealer | 


Vor, Toomas, Leicester, Yarn Agent Nov 27 at 12 Off | 


st, Leicester 


Siem aon Te Weomke, Baler holed 

jOYLEs, GzoRrG ylesbury | 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 14 

Break, = Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 14 Ord | 
Nov 14 

Cameron, Jouax, Appleton Wiske, Yorks, Schoolmaster | 

orthallerton Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Caster, Samugt CHARLES, 0 
Exeter Pet Novi5 Ord Nov 

Cuapmayn, Cuartes Henry, ng Builder 
15 Ord Nov 16 

Ciemeysts, JoserH, Evesham, Worcester, 
Worcester hfe Sg ta - 

Cottine woop, Tomas ISP, 
Victualler High Court on nage Ord Nov 14 

Davies, Davin, Lianddensant, Carmarthen, Farmer | 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 28 Ord’ Nov 1a 

Dever, JosErH, Building Contractor | 
Birmi Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 15 

DovrnwaiTs. SamugL, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet | 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Draper, Davip Garson, Mildenh 
st Edmunds Pet Oct1é Ord 


Epmonpsoy, Wiiuttam Martin, ee. York, Builder | 
Bradford 


Pet Nov 14 Ord Ni 
Epwakrps, = Dawiet, Liandudno, 


+ Bangor Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 14 2 


Eers, Hernice Epwarp, ( lesthorpes, Fish Merchant Gt | 
Grimsb: 


y Pet Novl4 Ord Nov 14 
Evans, Jou~w Bewnsamix, Merth 
Merthyr Tydfil Pct Nov 15 
Gez, Jouxs Tuomas, Walsall, China Dealer Walsall Pet 
Nov 18 _ Ord Nov 18 
Guszrt, Husert Hompurey, Redcliffe st. Redcliffe sq, 


th, Licensed Hawker | ry, 
Leeds Pet | 
Labourer | 


| Marks, Jouy, Brighton, Shop Fitter 


| Pirmay, 


Tydfil, Upholsterer | 
Nov 15 


Kerrietox, Witi14m, Tiverton, P. ates Fancy Dr 
Exeter ' Pet Nov18 Ord Nov be 

Knace, Atrrep, Barrow in a ness, Job sae Buyer 
Barrow in Furness Pet July5 Ord July 2 

Lapyges, WituiaM Pam, Torquay, nes bes Exeter 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 

Last, Freprerick D Highbury pl, Baker High Court 

— y “ “ig oot ‘tar ite, Hatter York 

TER ALTER _ et ork P 

Nov 15_ Ord Nov 15” resid . 

Sones, ~ o Tooting High Court Pet May 25 On 


OB at "aoe Ayn , Pemtonetee, Milliner Pontypridd 

Pet Novi6 Ord 15 
Brighton Pet 

Novl4 Ord Nov 14 

Maynarp, BeyJamry, astbourne, Builder Lewes Pet 
Novil Ord Nov! 

Pap, WILLIAM * edhe Bootle. sane, Foreman Joiner 
Liverpool Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 1 

Avpert, Dowlais, Glam, » painter Merthyr 


Tydfil Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
Povutter, Wit.tiam, Highworth ~*~ iow Park, Builder 


High Court Pet Oct18 Ord N. 
Paippy, Samugt, jun, Felixstowe , Pet Nov 15 
Novl5 
Proom, Epwaxrp, Walworth rd, Tesesed Victualler High 
Court PetOct Ord Nov 1 
Raw.ines, Jonny, Pagan, Wilts, Farmer Bath Pet 
ov 16 Ord Nov 15 
Rayment, Faeperick CuHarzezs, Earlsfield, Grocer Wands- 
worth Pet Novi5 Urd Nov 16 
Ricketts, Atrrep Jouy, Alph rd. Claph Park 
Fy Builder Wandsworth Pet Nov 14 
ov 1 





oe 


Farmer Norwich Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 16 Saurra; Naruan, Northampton, Horse Dealer Northampton 
Greep, THomas —. Walsall, Baker. Walsall Pet | Ord Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Shirbrook, Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 Storey, Grorcs, Southend on Sea, Waiter Chelmsford 
4, Cast’ epl, Park st, N Guryzy, ALBERT Victor, Norwich, Cycle Maker Norwich Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Pet Turnsouu, Apa, ——., Chatin, Builder Man- 

chester Pet Feb 28 Ord Nov 1 


Ree, 

Wicxixs, —— Telegraph st, Compsny Promoter Nov | Nov 16 Ord Nov 15 
28 at Bankruptey na \ Gasen ot | Harpinenam, Cuarntes Stepuex, Worthing, Wine | 

Pet Nov 15 Ord | Wicwiams, Isaac. Lianbradach, had Collier Pontypridd 

} Pes Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 


Wane ALFRED Som, ton, Salford, Merchant’s Traveller Brighton 
Baildee Nov 27 at3 Off Rec, st, Manchester | Nov 15 } 
Harvey, ! HARLES Bape, Brighton, Grocer High Court | Wi.iiams, Jons WILLIAM, "aah Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Pet Novi Ord N ; General Draper Portmadoc Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 16 


— cres, pe Builder Dec | 
Carey st 


, Coal Miner Nov | 


Wiis, Wi1114m, Hinckley, Leicester, Furniture Dealer 
‘Nov 26 at 12.50 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 











CAW’S ramus 
FOUNTAIN 
PENS 


ARE POPULAR 
ALL OVER THE WORLD. 








BAYLISS, 
JONES 


& 


Reduced 
Illustration 
of Safety Pen. 


am =6OMFRS. OF 
WIRE FENCING, ETC. 

















Low Prices. 


| i 
RAILING, Ss 


we KENNEL 
ie. 
265 








THE “ZASY” PEN. 
A most useful Pen, suitable for all work. 


From @/«# to 4G6/G each. 


THE “DAINTY” PEN. 
An Ideal Pen for Ladies. No larger than a lead pencil. 
Sl/= and Q/e@ each. 


THE “DASHAWAY” PEN. 
Beautifully made and finished. It has a double feed, 
which never fails. From 90/6 to 24/-# each. 


THE NEW PATENT “SAFETY” PEN. 
The best production of its kind. It is different to all 
others. Absolutely air and ink tight. 

From 42/6 to 2G/« each. 


PPL LLLP LS ALI LL LO LOLOL OL 


Tlustrated Catalogue, ree particulars, to be had of all Stationers, 
or the Wholesale Agents: 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, Great New Street, 











VERHAWMPTOS 


AUMONM STREET, £4 




















